Preface 

Whoever undertakes to answer exhaustively the question of the guilt for the outbreak of the two world 
wars, must not begin his research and investigation with the Versailles Peace Treaty or with the Entente 
cordiale, the alliance between Great Britain and France of the year 1904, but with the year 1889, when 
at the international Paris Congress of the Jewish influenced and controlled Freemasonry its idea of the 
"one-world government" was proclaimed. At this congress it was unequivocally stated that the 
prerequisite for the realization of this idea was the overthrow of the monarchies of Europe, which, 
however, did not include the monarchies of England and France, because their governments were 
already Masonic-led and themselves urgently interested in agitating against the German Empire and the 
Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy allied with it and in unleashing a war. Already in 1915, when there 
was no Hitler in the political world, Churchill, the tool of the international Jewish Masonic Lodge, 
revealed his diabolical hatred against us Germans with the words: "We will strangle Germany by the 
throat until her heart gives out!" (Conrad Rooster, "Der Liigenkreis um die deutsche Kriegsschuld", 
publisher: Bund fiir Deutsche Wiedervereinigung e.V., Beerfelden-Hetzbach, 1976, p. 14) In 
September 1934 Churchill declared to the former Reich Chancellor Heinrich Briining during his visit: 
"The world is dominated exclusively by the struggle for supremacy, and literally he added: "Germany 
must be defeated again, and this time finally. Otherwise France and England will have no peace!’ Two 
years later, when he talked with Secretary of War Duff Cooper about the same question, both men 
agreed that there was only one remedy for the "German danger": the partition of the Reich that had 
been missed at Versailles. Hitler was dangerous to him, not because he was Hitler, but because he was 
the historical-logical expression of German self-realization as the .naturally' strongest power on the 
continent." (Dietrich Eigner, "Churchill," Géttingen 1975, p. 103) 7 The author of the present work, 
retired Major General Otto Ernst Remer, who, as is well known, on July 20, 1944 in Berlin thwarted 
the overthrow of the July 20 conspiracy, which had already begun. With this book, he presents a 
profound investigation in which he clearly comes to the conclusion that the real culprits in the outbreak 
of the two world wars were the victorious powers with their satellites, while the great European must 
be seen in Adolf Hitler, who tried to prevent the Second World War by making the greatest sacrifices to 
France, England and finally Poland. For he, after having eradicated in his Great Germanic Empire the 
sinister Marxism with stump and style, finally saved at the end of the war the Western Europe by last 
use of his almost bled out regiments and battalions from the flooding by the Asiatic Bolshevism. In spite 
of the present work of historical truths, the executors of the victor's will, our ruling politicians of all 
parties currently represented in the Bundestag and in the state parliaments, with the help of the mass 
media television, radio and press, as well as the re-educators in the colleges, technical and elementary 
schools, will withhold the truth about the war guilt from the German people and their youth until the 
measure is overflowing and a finally awakened coming generation puts an abrupt end to the present 
dishonorable spook. The American historian H. E. Barnes aptly judged the cowardly behavior of our 
people in 1951 with the words: "I know of no other example in history of a people displaying this 
almost insane addiction to take upon itself the dark shadows of guilt for a political crime it did not 
commit, except that crime of blaming itself for World War II." (Conrad Rooster, op. cit, Page 32) Let 
us leave it to our publicist Emil Maier-Dorn, who is highly deserving of historical truth and who 
unfortunately died much too early, to speak into the conscience of the highest-ranking defiler of our 
people, the current German President Richard von Weizsicker, as he did in his excellent publication 
"Zu Weizsickers Ansprache vom 8. May 1985": "I cannot spare you from asking whether in the whole 
world a president is conceivable who, on a day commemorating the end of the most heroic wrestling 
match in the history of the world, does not bring a word of honor for the achievement of his soldiers 
across his lips. Instead, your speech is in pure culture a confirmation of the depressing realization of the 


deputy and later chancellor Helmut Schmidt spoken a quarter of a century ago: 'It has succeeded with 
success 8 to make a criminal album out of the whole German history’. ( You, too, look at the past as if 
through a back tube adjusted to German guilt.... With true delight, everything is seized upon that could 
be blamed on ourselves. Conversely, everyone, even the foreigner, is treated as a troublemaker if he 
wants to break a lance for Germany.... In 1945, Winston Churchill said that we were dealing with a 
decapitated Germany ‘whose life and property are at the full disposal of the victors’. But you mean that 
"other Germans gratefully stood before the gift of a new beginning". Quite apart from the real situation 
of the Germans in the West: What kind of Germans are they who, in view of the tearing apart of 
Germany, can be grateful for such a new beginning? Even more so for a 'gift'! The very special gift, 
which still delights undiminished to this day, was suggested by Churchill in his memorandum for the 
Teheran Conference (December 1943), 'that Germany must be broken up into separate states. East 
Prussia and Germany east of the Oder must be alienated from the Reich forever and the population 
must be expelled'. God knows, a unique gift in world history for a 'new beginning". No less, however, a 
Federal President who is also 'grateful' for it... In connection with the English refusal to even take note 
of peace proposals, there is also the confession of the Polish President Mosicki that Poland had finally 
wanted to accept the German proposals in 1939, but had been prevented from doing so by England! Mr. 
President, how can you maintain your assertion that Hitler 'sought and found the occasion for war in 
Poland'?... The Poles knew it better than you know it after 46 years of historical research or pretend to 
know it. Who do you think sought and found the cause of war in Poland? The Polish envoy in 
Washington, Count Potocki, reported to his Secretary of State Szembek: In the West there are all kinds 
of elements who are openly pushing for war; the Jews, the big capitalists, the arms manufacturers. All of 
them are facing a brilliant conjuncture today, because they have found a place that can be set on fire: 
Danzig; and a nation ready to fight: Poland. On our backs they want to do business. The destruction of 
our country would leave them indifferent... The nation of the British, already then deprecated as a 
world power, was forced into its suicidal posture. The U.S. Naval Min9ster in the Roosevelt 

Cabinet ,Forrestal', reported the view of the American Ambassador in London, Joseph Patrick Kennedy 
(father of the President): Neither the French nor the English would have made Poland a cause of war... 
if it had not been for the constant incitement by Washington'. Does it still not click with you, Mr. 
President? Does the 'guilt' of the Germans still remain a shining monstrance of our morality for a 
German representative of your rank? Because the Federal German politicians so persistently conceal it, 
millions do not know that England declared war on us and that it was not we, but they who first 
expanded the war into a European war. The man who gave us the ultimatum, who had declared war on 
us, the English Prime Minister Chamberlain himself, confessed it to the American ambassador in classic 
terseness and unquestionable unambiguity: 'Chamberlain stated that America and the world Jews had 
forced England into the war’. (Chamberlain stated that America and the world Jewry had forced 
England into the war). Did you know this serious evidence? If so, why do you speak so untruthfully? If 
no, why do you judge at all in a matter which concerns the life or death of your own people? ... Mr. 
President, you say: It was Hitler who resorted to violence’. But it was first those who broke the solemn 
promises of the armistice of 1918 who resorted to violence. Lloyd George in September 1932, even 
before Hitler: I take no umbrage at adopting the German view that the victorious nations have 
flagrantly broken faith in the armaments question.... Can we wonder, then, that in the end the Germans 
have been driven to revolution and revolt against this chronic deception of the great powers?! Can you 
honestly say that it was Hitler who resorted to violence? Were not the sufferings of the Germans in 
Poland between 1919 and 1939 nameless? Have you, Mr. President, never read about the protest 
pamphlet signed by renowned French politicians such as Herriot, Painleve, Paul-Boncour against the 
atrocities of the Poles gone wild: A wave of 


of terror is pouring over Poland at this moment. This is in its heinousness the reign of the police and 
their violent measures. In the name of the simplest humanity we raise a lively objection to such abuses 
and demand that the elementary demands be met.' That was many years before Hitler!... 10 Mr. 
President, you said: "It was Hitler who resorted to violence'.... SirHartley Shawcross, chief prosecutor for 
England in the Nuremberg trial, said in a speech, according to the Associated Press, Stourbridge, March 
16, 1984: ,I indicted the Nazis at Nuremberg. Together with my Russian colleague, I condemned Nazi 
aggression and Nazi terror. Hitler and the German people did not want war! According to the principles 
of our Balance of Power policy, spurred on by the 'Americans' around Roosevelt, 

we declared war on Germany in order to destroy it. We did not respond to Hitler's various implorations 
for peace. Now we must conclude that Hitler was right. In place of a cooperative Germany, which he 
had offered us, stands the vast imperialist power of the Soviets. I feel ashamed and humiliated to have to 
see now how the same aims we imputed to Hitler are being pursued under a different name, and that 
the same tactics are being used without restraint.'... Mr. President, you emphasize that 'the National 
Socialist regime tortured and violated many peoples’. Millions of soldiers have represented the German 
people on all fronts. Surely you mean their behavior when you speak of the National Socialist regime. I 
answer you with the judgment of the probably most competent military expert in the world, the 
Englishman Liddell Hart: 'It was a surprising phenomenon of the next war that the German army 
acquired a better reputation for human conduct than in 1870 and 1914: one should have expected that 
the addition of 'Nazism' and 'Prussianism' would have worsened this reputation...'. If one traveled 
through the liberated countries after the war, one heard everywhere the praise of the German soldiers 
and all too often not very friendly observations about the behavior of the liberating troops.... The 
rapprochement between French and Germans has been the most remarkable result of this... It is indeed 
disconcerting to note how generally unfavorably the personal conduct of many members of the 
Liberation Army is compared with that of German soldiers by those who have had direct experience.’ 
For the forthcoming invasion of Normandy, soldiers in England were given a Tornis pamphlet to take 
with them on their difficult journey, which read: It will almost certainly be the first time you see a 
country that has been under German occupation for several years. You must keep this in mind. In fact, 
taken as a whole, the individual soldier in France behaved remarkably correctly. He had orders to 
behave that way.' Mr. President, is it not deeply shameful that the enemy should do us more justice than 
the highest representative of our state, who degrades the honor of his own country?" Karl Balzer 12 I. 
CHAPTER WAR GUILTY AND HISTORICAL LIES The Causes Which Led to the First World 
War Although it has been historically established for over 80 years that the German Reich was blameless 
in the preparation and initiation of the First World War, the lie to the contrary is still held today 
throughout the world, as well as by interested German parties. This outrageous burden on Germany can 
only have the purpose of distracting world opinion from the catastrophic outcome and consequences of 
the Second World War. Here, too, history will come to substantially different results in the not too 
distant future than the rulers and opinion makers acting then and now would like. When such 
momentous results are judged and reported, usually only the immediate cause and the result of such a 
war event are in the foreground of the observers. The development, however, to the triggering of the 
war "and" thus the true causes of the same, which are of decisive importance for the evaluation of the 
question of guilt, comes thereby substantially too briefly and is considered only insufficiently with the 
investigation of the historical truth. For a profound investigation of the guilt of the First World War, 
the German Emperor Wilhelm II gave a significant hint to the American philosopher of history Harry 
Barnes. Barnes reported in his 1968 book "Die Deutsche Kriegsschuldfrage" (The German War Guilt 
Question) published in Tiibingen, page 30: "Although the Kaiser was pleased that I did not blame him 
for the outbreak of war in 1914, he by no means shared my view that the main culprits were Russia and 


France. He considered the culprits in 1914 to be the international Jews and Freemasons, who, he 
claimed, had set themselves the goal of destroying the nation-states and Christianity. They would have 
used first Edward VII (English king from 1901-10, author's note) and then Sir Edward Grey's (English 
foreign minister 1905-16, author's note) as their tools." 13 The German Emperor's assertion is confirmed 
by the founder of political Zionism, Theodor Herzl, who announced on August 13, 1900, "With 
England we can be sure that the Zionist idea will rise more powerful and higher than ever." So it is no 
wonder that 37 years later, in July 1937, Winston Churchill laid the services of the whole Empire at the 
feet of Zionism when, in the presence of the pro-Zionist party leaders Attlee (Labour Party) and 
Sinclair (Liberal Party), he declared to the Zionist leader Chaim Weizmann: "You (Weizmann, author's 
note) know that you can dispose of us ..and what you say is valid. If you ask us to fight, we will fight 
like tigers." (Rooster, Conrad, "Der Liigenkreis", publisher: Bund fiir Deutsche Wiedervereinigung, 
Beerfelden-Hetzbach 1976, p. 18). In the Mecklenburgische Logenblatt, in the essay "On the Paths of 
International Freemasonry," published in 1919/20, in the section "Freemasonry as Awakener of the 
World War," one can read, among other things, the following: "At the International Masonic Congress, 
which took place in Paris on July 16 and 17, 1889, the World Republic was openly proclaimed as the 
goal to be striven for. Freemasonry was called to be the appropriate interpreter of the will of popular 
sovereignty to determine the destinies of countries and of all mankind. At this Congress the hope was 
expressed that the day would come when the monarchies of Europe would collapse. "This is the day we 
await, and the day is not far off’..." The official congress speaker, Br. Francolin, appointed by the Grand 
Orient of France, stated, amidst tumultuous applause from the congress participants, "The day when the 
monarchies collapse will bring universal fraternization of peoples and the world. That is the ideal of the 
future that we have in mind. It is our business to hasten the dawn of that day of universal 
fraternization." The Mecklenburgische Logenblatt, 48th volume, No. 5/6, 19.10.1919, goes on to say: 
"Lord Northcliffe (head of the English press) himself declared that 52 English, Russian, French and 
Italian papers had made war.... This silent editing of the press by the Lodge and its emissaries came to the 
fore at the outbreak of the war for the Central Powers (Germany and Austria-Hungary) in a truly 
frightening manner. Through the world press, which for many years had been won for the interests of 
the Entente in the sense of the general guidelines of Northcliffe's program with the cooperation of the 
IMrei (International Masonry) 'and the expenditure of enormous bribes, the public opinion of the whole 
world 14 was not only one-sidedly processed in the sense of the Entente, but downright poisoned"... "' - 
The author Karl Heise of "Die Entente-Freimaurerei und der Weltkrieg", Basel 1919, p. 19 f., reported: 
"Northcliff (originally Stern, then Harmsworth) belonged, like his brother Rothermere, Minister for 
Aviation, to the ennobled Jews of the English House of Lords (House of Peers)..." The importance of 
mastering the press had already been expressed at an international council of chiefs at Cracow (1840) by 
the former sheriff (or chief civil officer) of the City of London, friar Baronet Moses Montefiore in the 
following words: "... What are you babbling about! Until we have the press of the whole world in our 
hands, all you do is in vain; we must influence the newspaper of the whole world to deceive and stupefy 
the nations." With the help of the Jewish-directed international press, the Masonic-led governments of 
England and France had succeeded in encircling the German Empire and the Austro-Hungarian Dual 
Monarchy allied with it, and in hounding them into world war. A not insignificant help had the long 
recognized agitators to the world war also in the Roman Catholic Church, which had been already for 
centuries a declared enemy of the Prussian state. The Catholic professor Franz Josef von BuB, who was 
president of the 1st German Catholic Congress in 1848, outlined in 1851 the Catholic strategy against 
Prussia and the later German imperial dynasty of the Hohenzollerns (1871-1918): "With a network of 
Catholic associations we will clasp the old Protestant hearth in Prussia from the east and west, by means 
of as many monasteries as possible we will give these clasps a 


hold, thus crushing Protestantism, liberating the Catholic provinces that have been assigned to the 
church to the mockery of the Mark Brandenburg, and rendering the Hohenzollerns harmless." (Fritz 
Hermann, "A Black Book of the XXth Century," 1956, p. 27). Exactly three years after the foundation 
of the German Empire in the Hall of Mirrors at Versailles, Pope Pius IX said on Jan. 18, 1874, before a 
large international assembly of pilgrims about the chancellor of this German Empire, the Prussian 
Bismarck: "Bismarck is the snake in the paradise of mankind. Through this serpent the German people is 
seduced to want to be more than God Himself, and this self-exaltation will be followed by a humiliation 
such as no people has ever had to taste. Not we only the Eternal knows whether the grain of sand on the 
mountains of the eternal retribution has not already loosened itself, which in the decline to the landslide 
growing in some 15 years will run at the clay feet of this empire and turn it into ruins; this empire, 
which was built like the tower of Babel to the defiance of God and which will perish to the glorification 
of God." (Armin Roth, "Rome as it is not as it seems," 1937, p. 39) Pope Benedict XV expressed after 
World War I: "It is Luther who lost the war." (According to Emil Ludwig, "Weltbihne," February 9, 
1922). (Wolfgang Seeger, "Wie die beiden Weltkriege 'gemacht' wurden," Grabert-Verlag Tiibingen 
1988, p. 11) The supranational powers of Freemasonry 

and the ultramontane Catholic Church were joined by the materialistic worldview of Marxism, also 
controlled by Jews, which has dominated the brains of German workers! leaders in particular up to the 
present time (See the national traitors Willy Brandt, Herbert Wehner and comrades), while the 
Marxist-influenced "Frankfurt School" of Horkheimer, Adorno and Marcuse have been responsible 
since the end of the war for the re-education of the German people and its youth according to the will 
of the victorious powers. All the aforementioned supranational powers have been agitating against 
Germany and its allies since the middle of the 19th century and have the two world wars on their 
conscience. It must be remembered that for the motivation of the agitation for the First World War 
Adolf Hitler and his Third Reich did not yet exist. The occasion and thus the trigger of the First World 
War was the assassination of the heir to the Austrian throne. The assassins belonged to the "Arodna 
Odbrana", a Serbian Masonic lodge, which was in the closest agreement with the lodge leaderships of 
Great Britain, France, Italy and Russia. King Edward of England, as is well known, was considered by 
his brethren to be the first Mason of his time. The aim of this organization was the dissolution of the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy and the crushing of Germany by war from all sides. The Austrian heir to 
the throne was considered particularly dangerous by this lodge because he was believed by it to be a man 
who, thanks to his ability and energy, was capable of holding the Austro-Hungarian monarchy together 
and developing it into an efficient whole. This murder as an initial spark could not possibly be accepted 
by Austria if it wanted to continue to be taken seriously as a great power. It demanded satisfaction from 
Serbia in an ultimatum on July 23, after a month's wait, in the form of various drastic measures that 
would put an end to anti-Austrian agitation and hostile attitudes. This was an absolutely justified 
demand, which is probably due to a sovereign state when 16 it faces aggressive intentions of a hostile 
neighbor. Whether Austrian action against Serbia was capable of triggering a general war depended 
exclusively on Russia, which had always opposed the interests of the Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy 
with pan-Slavic ambitions. The peace could be saved only if Russia did not support the Serbs charged 
with murdering the heir to the Austrian throne. In any case, the provocateur was Serbia. Germany was 
not interested in war. The triple alliance of Germany, Austria-Hungary and Italy, in view of the 
aggressive Franco-Russian military alliance, was united with England as the third in the alliance to form 
the so-called Triple-Entente, a purely defensive alliance. Germany was the only serious factor in this 
alliance, but for the German Reich it was a matter of life and death that Austria-Hungary remained 
intact. For this reason, it was self-evident that the Serbian conspiracy was and had to be kept in check. 
The confidence in Italy's loyalty to the alliance, as it turned out later, was not to be overestimated. The 


fact could not be overlooked that the long-standing tensions between Austria and Italy were burdening 
the Triple Alliance, which therefore had to use all its strength to preserve its endangered existence. 
Consequently, it must have seemed advisable for the Triple Alliance to adopt a defensive attitude 
toward the outside world. If Russia regarded the Serbian question as the long-welcomed reason for war, 
this must inevitably challenge France to enter the war on the basis of the military alliance it had formed. 
This must have been all the more welcome since Poincare, as President of the Third Republic of France, 
had given the Russians unambiguous assurances in 1912 that they could count on French military 
support under all circumstances, regardless of whether Russia was attacked or would attack. Added to 
this was the idea of revenge, which had been carefully nurtured among the French people since 1871, 
with regard to the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine, which historically belonged to Germany. The British 
role That England, as the third in the alliance, would then use the most welcome opportunity to destroy 
Germany as a much-envied competitor on the world market had been preprogrammed for years by 
anyone with insight. Since January 1906, on the occasion of an election campaign for the House of 
Commons, there had been an agreement between the British War Minister Haidane and the Foreign 
Secretary Sir Edward Grey to create possibilities for British intervention in the event of a war on the 
mainland, which were to be discussed between the British and French general staffs. This shore party 
discussion took place secretly behind the backs of the English Prime Minister and the other cabinet 
members. The deeper reasons and the aggressive English attitude toward rising nations like Germany lie 
in the hucksterism of the English trading nation. Indicative of this is the prize-winning article by an 
English naval officer published in 1909, which stated, "We are not going to war for sentimental reasons. 
I doubt if we ever have; war is the result of trade disputes. Its purpose is to impose on our adversaries 
such terms of trade with our sword as we deem necessary to give us an advantage in commerce. We use 
all kinds of causes in war, but at the bottom of them lies trade. Whether the occasion of war is made by 
defense or capture of a strategic position, by breach of treaty, or something else, all causes and occasions 
trace back to commerce as a common root." Here the question arises whether this brutal mercantile 
spirit is not far more dangerous and reprehensible than a so-called heretical militarism, the bearers of 
which must at least be granted higher moral principles, especially since they know about the 
dangerousness of such a war, since they must first stick their necks out. In the spring of 1898, Prince 
Bismarck had his son-in-law answer the Englishman Sidney Whitmann's question as to whether 
German-English relations could be improved: "The Prince regrets that relations between Germany and 
England are no better than they are at present. Regrettably, he knows no remedy for this, since the only 
one known to him, which consists in putting a bridle on our German industry, is not well usable." The 
true contemptuous way of thinking of English executives, however, is proven by an article that 
appeared in the London weekly "Saturday Review" on September 11, 1897, written by an unnamed 
person. Significantly, this article appeared just at the time of a meeting of the German Emperor with the 
Russian Czar, when England was deeply concerned that this meeting might bring about an 
improvement in German-Russian relations. It says, "Bismarck had said: the conversation between the 
two monarchs must have been about England." The author of this essay then set apart the Anglo- 
German trade rivalry in the whole world and wrote: "If Germany were exterminated from the whole 
world tomorrow, there would not be an Englishman in the world the day after tomorrow who would 
not have become so much richer..." Moreover, Germany was the only great power which could be 
fought by England without enormous risk. Yes the essay shot with the modified phrase of Cato: 
"Germa-niam esse delenogmwas as much as: Germany must be destroyed. No will to war and reason for 
war can be expressed more clearly and brutally. An Englishman may allow himself such a thing without 
being publicly and lastingly denounced by world opinion, because England also dominated the press 
worldwide. If, however, a German magazine had uttered such a thing only once, it would be under 


indictment until the Last Judgment. Such articles were by no means the 

but piled up by the hundreds and were repeated a thousand times in speeches. Anglo-Saxon America A 
similar egoistic, brutal and despotic commercial thinking made itself felt in America before the world 
war. For example, a promising presidential candidate fell victim to a bullet because he did not want to 
take part in this worldwide trade war against Germany, but wanted to take more care of America's 
internal problems, isolated from world events. This candidate was of Irish descent and knew the English 
way of doing business. In addition, as a reporter from the American-Mexican War, he knew the horrific 
events of the war, to which his brother had also fallen victim. Here, too, one recognized the historical 
tragedy, often unfavorable for us Germans, that instead of him a president ready for war, to whom 
interference in European affairs was most welcome, came to the helm. Fate had already swung the 
pendulum against Germany once before, when the American Congress voted on the future national 
language that would be binding for all. It was a question of whether German or English should become 
the national language. How strongly the German element was represented at that time is evident from 
the first ballot, in which a majority of two votes on the part of the deputies went to German. Only after 
an unworthy bribery of some representatives of the parliament did the ratio of votes turn out to be 
reversed in the second round of voting. America could speak German today, truly an unusually 
impressive historical event with consequences that are still significant today. World events would 
probably have been different if America had become German-speaking. The Unjustly Maligned 
German General Staff How did the German General Staff view the situation in this critical situation? 
Was it really the reprehensible warlike element, as it was repeatedly portrayed in its alleged arrogance 
with monocle and goose-step in worldwide propaganda, including most recently at the Nuremberg 
Tribunal, as a criminal militant organization? Let us let sober facts speak. His report on the situation at 
that time, which 

was submitted to the Reich government at the height of the crisis, was a sensational discovery for such 
detractors and demonstrates an admirably balanced, far-sighted and statesmanlike wise balance with 
regard to the assessment of the world situation. It says in the memorandum of July 29, 1914, that Russia 
has announced that it will mobilize against Austria if it invades Serbia. For this reason, therefore, Austria 
will have to mobilize against Russia. A clash of the two states would thus be inevitable. But this would 
inevitably mean for Germany the casus foedera-lis (alliance obligation). The compulsory consequence 
for Germany would also be the necessary mobilization. Then Russia will mobilize its remaining forces 
and claim: "I have been attacked by Germany". But this, in turn, would automatically bring into force 
the Franco-Russian alliance, which has been misrepresented as a mere defensive alliance, and thus begin 
the mutual slaughter of the civilized nations of Europe. "... This is how things must and this is how they 
will develop, unless, one would like to say, a miracle occurs to prevent at the last hour a war that would 
destroy for decades to come the culture of almost the whole of Europe." "German Documents on the 
Outbreak of War in 1914," by K. Kautzki, Count Montgelas, and W. Schiicking, No. 349, pp. 445 f.) 
Where can one speak here of saber-rattling or of a criminal organization writing a clear and consistent 
report, from which clearly emerges an unwillingness to go to war? Documents of Russian and French 
general staffs, as well as many diaries of our opponents speak a different language. The above 
memorandum of the German General Staff contains only a false forecast. The Russians did not wait for 
the German mobilization at all, but announced their total mobilization first, twenty hours earlier than 
the Germans, who had sent an ultimatum to the Russians and French for the purpose of preventing the 
war. Later, precisely because of these ultimatums, people tried to accuse us of war-mongering. This 
accusation is unquestionably unjustified. For, according to the indisputable opinion of all general officers 
of the world, a total mobilization of two such hostile states as Russia and Germany means the inevitable 
war. For this very reason, however, the lifting of mobilization was demanded as the last chance for 


peace. In addition, we Germans were aware of the offensive plans of the Russians and the French, who 
wanted to destroy Germany by attacking it with an announced march on Berlin. Often enough it was 
publicly bragged that everything was ready for this up to the last gaiter button. In this war on two 
fronts, the German mobilization was decisively influenced by our better transport network and a more 
efficient and faster mobilization system, which enabled us to pre-empt the planned Russian and French 
attacks on at least one front by a decisive counterattack. Because we succeeded in doing so, we were 
later falsely labeled the aggressor, which was visually only due to the fact that we were faster than the 
others and got ahead of them. For this reason, the times of mobilization played a decisive role and could 
not be lightly squandered by the German side. This diplomatic stalling tactic of our opponents was their 
obvious goal, and we could not fall for it under any circumstances. The known sequence of 
mobilizations was as follows: on 29.7. 1914 Russian mobilization against Austria-Hungary. On 30.7. 
general Russian mobilization. On 31.7. general Austro-Hungarian mobilization. On 1.8. French 
mobilization, followed by German mobilization. Further political and military developments Preceded 
by the unsatisfactory Serbian response to the Austrian ultimatum. The Serbian reply, which, as we know 
today, was agreed upon with the Russians and France, was handed over to the Austrian chargé d'affaires 
in Belgrade on July 25 at 6 o'clock in the afternoon. It is noteworthy that the Russians had already 
decided to initiate mobilization before the Serbian reply note was delivered, and this decision was 
implemented the next day. At 11 a.m. on July 28, Austria declared war on Serbia without prior 
consultation with the German emperor. Immediately thereafter, another step toward mobilization was 
ordered by St. Petersburg. Nothing happened in Germany. The emperor and the German government 
actually sought to preserve peace. As late as 7/28, the Kaiser sent word to the General Staff that war was 
unlikely. How little the emperor allowed himself to be infected by a general war hysteria, or even went 
along with it, is evident from his telegraphic instruction to the German ambassador in Vienna, who was 
to urge moderation on the Austrian government. The English king had also hypocritically pleaded with 
the German emperor for his moderating influence on the imperial house in Vienna. There is abundant 
evidence that this was also done on the German side in the interest of preserving peace. Only the 
historian misses the same efforts of the English king or his government in St. Petersburg to obtain the 
withdrawal of the Russian mobilization. On the other hand, the German Emperor succeeded in 
obtaining from the Czar a postponement of the mobilization, which, however, was rescinded the next 
day by the Russian Foreign Minister and the Chief of General Staff, who put pressure on the Czar. Even 
when, on July 29, the German General Staff sent a memorandum to the German Emperor pointing out 
the dangers of delaying German mobilization, nothing happened that day or the next. Is this the 
behavior of a bellicose monarch who, despite the Serbian events, carried out his planned trip to the 
north and did not return until July 27 ? How little one was inclined to see a general danger of war in the 
Austro-Serbian dispute from the German side, but only a local dispute, is also proved by the fact that 
the German Minister of War wrote to the Chief of the General Staff that he should confidently 
continue his hospital stay in Karlovy Vary, because he did not believe that Austria would get serious this 
time. Nor were the Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Admiralty recalled from leave. Likewise, the 
German High Seas Fleet left German waters as if in deepest peace. People waited anxiously to see how 
Austria-Hungary would react to the Serbian provocation, and were not in a state of concern until the 
ultimatum was sent to Serbia. The thought of really serious consequences was not at all observable in 
Berlin. I am far from approving such a carelessness and naive assessment of the situation, especially since 
an attentive political observer of the events could well recognize that here the Serbian events were 
welcomed by the "Triple Entente" as a welcome opportunity 22 for triggering a general war to destroy 
the two German states, even if they did not say it out loud. But precisely this irresponsible 

carelessness speaks clearly against the readiness for war that is repeatedly attributed to us and the alleged 


will to invade our neighbors militarily-at the first best opportunity. French-Russian Optimism 
Poincare's July trip to St. Petersburg alone, at the height of the crisis, suggests a different language and 
intention. The Frenchman M. Morhardt judges in "Les Preuwes" on page 299 f. as follows: "The very 
fact that such a voyage was undertaken at this time implies a war plan. If Raymond Poincare desired 
peace, a letter to St. Peterburg would have sufficed. If Russia had been warned that France was 
determined not to take up before the world the cause of the murderers of Serajevo, the whole matter 
would have been settled. Peace would have been preserved. If Poincare had not gone to St. Peterburg to 
preach wild crusading sermons for war, as Ambassador Maurice Paleologue has told us, the cowardly 
Nicolaus IL would never have dared to take the initiative to attack." But France and Russia wanted to 
seize this opportunity for a general war that would lead to the destruction of the two German states. For 
too long they had been preparing politically as well as militarily for this hour, as we shall see. France 
dreamed of supremacy in Europe and had been filled with the thought of revenge since 1871, although 
this very war had been provoked by France at that time. Russia dreamed of her coming influence in the 
Balkans and wanted to force her access to the Mediterranean Sea at the Bosporus. Both saw themselves 
entering Berlin victorious on the basis of their believed military superiority. There was some justification 
for this. Pre-war estimates of the strength of the various armies put the French-Russian superiority over 
the Central Powers at 700,000 to 1.2 million men. Undoubtedly, for Germany, despite the confidence 
shown, the million-man army of Russia was a difficult quantity to calculate. If later the condition of the 
Russian army turned out to be quite miserable and despite the certainty of victory of French generals 
their theory of the "unconditional offensive" with the victory march to Berlin turned out to be a 
suicidal failure and then degenerated into a full retreat during the German counterattacks, one must 
nevertheless not doubt the justified concern of the German army leadership about such a confrontation 
with unknown quantities. Allegedly Always War-Loving Germany If, however, the planned French 
advance turned into a retreat and thus a German invasion of France, the responsibility and the blame rest 
solely with the French. The assertion that the Germans started the war and only succeeded because they 
encountered completely surprised French and Russians cannot be based on the slightest evidence. As far 
as the Russians are concerned, it seems to me that "Tannenberg", where they were crushed, was on 
German soil, where they must have come somehow. It is an outright lie and a complete reversal of 
events. Also the fairy tale of Prussian militarism and the always bellicose 

Germany cannot be proven historically by any facts and is a propaganda lie which had its origin in the 
domestic political argumentation of the Social Democracy and was eagerly and gratefully taken up by 
foreign countries. Their respective influence and agitation were evaluated accordingly abroad. If it was 
strong, the Reich was considered weak, and vice versa. It is a remarkable historical fact, which receives 
far too little attention, that since the existence of the Reich, i.e. since 1871-1914, that is 43 years, 
Germany was the only country which enjoyed a long period of peace and, in contrast to England, 
Russia, Italy, Turkey, the Balkan states, the United States and Spain, had not waged war. Even if one 
takes the last nearly 100 years since 1815, Prussia-Germany is at the bottom of the scale of warring 
nations. During this period, England had fought 10 wars, Russia 7, France 5, Austria 3, Prussia- 
Germany 3. List of wars In his "Nemesis", the British historian Wheeler-Bennett calculates that the 
Germans or Prussians were involved in seven wars between 1788 and 1945. Much longer is the list of 
wars fought by England and France during this period. 24 France 1792-1801 Austria, Prussia 1798-1801 
Turkey (Egypt) 1805 Austria 1806-1807 Prussia, Russia 1/807r-1814 Spain, Portugal 1W Austria 1812- 
1814 Russia 1813-1814 Prussia, Austria, England et al. 1815 Napoleon 100 days 1823-1828 Spain 1827- 
1840 Algeria 1844 Morocco 1851 Morocco 1854-1856 Crimean War 1858-1860 China 1858-1862 
Annam 1859 Austria 1860-1861 Syria 1863 Mexico Emperor Maximilian 1867 Italy 1870-1871 Prussia 
and other German states 1881 Tunis 1882 Annam 1883-1885 China 1884-1885 Madagascar 1895 


Madagascar 1900 China (Boxer) 1914- 1918 World War I 1939-1945 World War E England 1793- 
1802 France 1803-1815 France 1807 Denmark 1812-1814 North America 1839 Afghanistan 1840-1842 
Opium War 1842 Afghanistan 1849-1850 Greece 1850 Africa (Kaffirs) 1854-1856 Crimean War 1856- 
1858 China 1857-1858 India (Sepoys) 1860 China 1860 New Zealand 1861-1862 Mexico 1867 , , 
Abyssinia 1878-1879 Afghanistan 1879 Africa (Zulus) 1880-1881 Boer War 1882 Egypt 1884-1885 
Sudan (Gordon f) 1885-1886 Burma 1893 Africa (Matab. ) 1895 India-Chitral 1896-1899 Sudan 
(Mahdi) 1897 India (Afridi) 1899-1902 Boer War 1900 China (Boxer) 1904 Tibet 1914-1918 World 
War I 1939-1945 World War II The Decisive Causes of World War I The decisive causes that led to 
World War I lie much deeper. Since the conclusion of the Anglo-French Entente Cordiale in 1904, 
they arose from the tensions caused by the expansionist efforts of the French in Morocco and the Serbs 
in the Balkans. As always, England again had a hand in this. In the Anglo-French Entente Agreement, S 
there was a secret clause that gave England a free hand in Egypt and France in Morocco, although 
Moroccan independence was outwardly advocated by both sides. As so often in the colonial history of 
the two nations, the opposite of what was publicly stated was planned. A This agreement is significant 
because it not only removed the colonial friction between England and France and thus created a 
genuine rapprochement between the two states, but also because it developed the basis for joint 
diplomatic and political action with the goal of a war of extermination against Germany. In this respect, 
France, with its constant desire for revenge, which was openly promoted, did not need to change course. 
England, on the other hand, hereby took a step of eminent importance that contradicted its tradition. 
Bismarck had always attached importance to good relations with England. Only he knew, on the basis 
of experienced intrigues and difficulties with England in the field of colonial policy, that there was little 
sense in sacrificing one's own interests for the attainment of British good behavior. This is very clear 
from his instructions to the German ambassador, Count Miinster, in London: "Our conduct must be 
directed toward preventing the impression in Germany that we might sacrifice the vital interests of 
Germany for the sincere desire of good understanding with England." Bismarck knew very well that it 
was difficult to conclude with England an alliance based on balance, equal obligations, and mutual 
loyalty. He knew the history of England sufficiently well to know that English policy was always 
concerned with overreaching and that a real rapprochement could only be achieved by unilateral 
German commitments in accordance with the customs of a mercantile spirit. Conversely, the English 
knew very well that no treaties of friendship could be obtained from Bismarck with even the slightest 
concessions at the expense of German concerns, and they respected it. The centerpiece of Bismarck's 
policy was the reinsurance treaty with Russia, which was his guarantee for preventing an ever-looming 
encirclement of Germany. Expiration of the reinsurance treaty with Russia and the consequences It was 
not until Bismarck left office that this vital landscape for Germany was recklessly altered by the very 
autocratic Kaiser and his associates, much to the detriment of the German 26 nation. As a result of the 
expiration of this treaty, Britain was now given a free hand. The apparent rapprochement between 
Britain and Germany began with the Heligoland deal and found its visible expression with the 
appointment of the German Emperor as British Admiral of the Fleet. Bismarck writes in the 3rd volume 
of his memoirs of a turning point in German politics. Enthusiastic words were spoken about maintaining 
European peace, the division of roles being England by sea, Germany by land. Naturally, the 
rapprochement of the two powers must have felt like a slap in the face to Russia, especially since 
Germany's role looked very much like "British continental dynasty" and was evaluated that way. 
England's relations with Russia had always been strained. England was worried that Russia might one 
day attack 

Russia might one day attack India from Central Asia, which England, as a naval power, could hardly 
oppose. One must rightly ask where the English counterattack lay here, especially since England's 


deviousness in the colonial sector and in relations with Russia persisted even in this period. On the other 
hand, the close German-Russian friendship, based on reciprocity, was a thorn in the side of the English. 
Pretending genuine friendship, England exerted more and more influence on the German Emperor, so 
that the due extension of the German-Russian reinsurance treaty was omitted. For the sake of this 
alleged English friendship, Germany, with the exception of Austria and Italy, suddenly found herself 
isolated in Europe and in the world. England had won its great diplomatic game by separating the two 
strongest continental powers. The first step toward the First World War was hereby successfully 
completed on the part of England. In spite of this period of friendship, which was not covered by any 
treaties, England was by no means deterred from observing with suspicion and envy the strengthening of 
the German economy and the expansion of German trade, and from intriguing wherever possible and 
from putting difficulties in our way. It was precisely these facts that caused this friendship to grow cold, 
especially since the main reason for driving a wedge between Germany and Russia had succeeded. No 
policy, however cautious and accommodating to the interests of the British, which sometimes 
threatened to degenerate into lovecraftianism, was of any help here. At this point, the German naval 
question, which was more or less only on paper, played only an insignificant role. In spite of all the 
mistakes of German policy, however, one thing must be clearly stated, that there 27 has hardly been a 
more peace-loving and more war-shunning policy than that of the German Empire during the first 
decade of the "new course." Nor did this change later. The Moroccan Crisis This weak and pliant 
German policy, however, had the effect of allowing Great Britain to gradually take over the initiative 
and leadership of the major European powers and the smaller states from 1903 onward. Moreover, the 
aforementioned Morocco Agreement with France in 1904 had created the "Entente-Cordiale," the 
"cordial understanding," whose front at that time was clearly directed against Germany. Just one year 
later, the first serious conflict arose in the so-called Moroccan crisis. At the same time, this conflict 
meant a serious snub by England of the friendly German Empire. England had failed to inform 
Germany of the secret clauses negotiated with France. For Germany, this behavior of the English must 
have seemed all the more incomprehensible, since 7 years earlier England's relationship with the German 
Reich had been better than with France. The Foreign Office, which was hostile to French expansion in 
Morocco, had asked Germany to occupy various ports on the Atlantic Moroccan coast as a 
counterweight against possible French plans, including Casablanca. To understand the whole situation, 
it is necessary to know that the two Entente-Cordiale powers had clearly reached an agreement secretly 
over Germany's head against German interests. For the Reich, on the basis of earlier international 
treaties, had the same trading rights in the Moroccan market as the other powers. However, the 
preparatory measures taken by the French to establish a French protectorate over the land of the Sultan 
of Morocco did not immediately work out as planned. Germany, seeing through this game, became 
suspicious. Chancellor von Biilow then advised the German Emperor to go to Tangier to express 
Germany's justified protest. Today, one may judge the manner of this protest as one likes. However, one 
cannot deny a legitimate right of this action. The emperor, like his chancellor, took the stand of the 
independence of the Moroccan state. The reaction to this 28 action was different among the 

different powers and had consequences. Delcasse, the French foreign minister, had to resign because he 
felt abandoned by his ministerial colleagues and the army and fleet were not sufficiently ready for war. 
England found it necessary to anchor the English Channel Fleet in the port of Esbjerg on the west coast 
of Jutland as a rally against Germany. There the squadron commander allowed troops to land on neutral 
ground and carry out exercises, although attention had been drawn to respect for neutral ground by the 
Danish side. How far England had already disregarded the alleged German friendship at that time, and 
how far it had already taken a clear aggressive anti-German course, can be seen from the revelation of 
the resigned Foreign Minister Delcass6 : his calculation had been that, in view of the British fleet, 


Germany would not let it come to war. Furthermore, the British government had committed itself to 
France and had expressly offered, in the event of war with Germany, to land a hundred thousand men 
on the coast of Jutland and, moving southward from there, to occupy and disable the Kaiser-Wilhelm 
Canal. Hence these maneuvers in Esbjerg. One is inclined to smile at this theater. For at no moment did 
the Kaiser and his government even think of intervening militarily because of the Morocco question, 
although it has been proven that it would have been a uniquely favorable opportunity for Germany to 
salt away the French's aggressive dreams once and for all. Certainly, the world war would not have 
taken place then, at least under more favorable conditions. But also in this case it is like so often in the 
life: "what I think and do, I trust also the other one". And here one recognizes the different way of 
thinking of the English and French and the Germans on the other side. Both powers of "cordial 
agreement" assume that Germany must think roughly the same and act accordingly, as their way of 
thinking dictates. From this point of view also their propaganda developed and their slanders and lies 
were born. And if they then typed wrong regarding their prognoses, then they do not go nevertheless 
from their once preconceived opinion, because cannot be, which may not be. In this case, the German 
Reich once again proved its love of peace. Instead of marching, the Germans demanded the convening 
of an international conference, which finally took place in Algeciras after much hesitation. On this 
occasion Germany found herself in a hopeless minority. As already mentioned, 29 secret agreements 
existed between England and France. The same was true of Spain and France. What was new was that 
arrangements had taken place between Italy and France, which already indicated Italy's unreliability 
within the Triple Alliance. Russia was in alliance with France. America was unaware of the secret 
agreements and voted with the smaller nations still present in favor of France, allowing the French to 
secure the lion's share in Morocco. Only Morocco, as the country concerned, and Austria stood up for 
the German proposals. Thus, Germany found itself forced into a hopeless minority and suffered a severe 
diplomatic setback, which was predictable given the partisan composition of the assembly. Despite this 
successful conference for the French, difficulties arose in the pursuit of their goals, and they had to wait 
another five years before they could achieve their ultimate goal of complete occupation and domination 
of the country. This did not happen until 1911 with the occupation of Fez. This too, despite all the fine 
words, was a deliberate breach of the commitments France had made at the conference. In disapproval, 
Germany demonstratively sent the gunboat "Panther" to Agadir. Whether this demonstration was also 
right or wrong is not to be examined here. Only it was not done to provoke a war, as is often claimed, 
but it represented, in accordance with the customs of the time, a registration of a demand not to be 
passed over in the partition of Africa. And so it was. The Agadir crisis was settled by negotiation with 
the French on the basis of "Congo for Morocco ". A worldwide commotion was again created by 
England. This time it was the Minister of the Treasury David Lloyd George, who was not responsible at 
all, who consistently continued the anti-German policy of King Edward, who had died in the 
meantime. His speech contained a clear threat of war against Germany. He declared that England's vital 
interests were threatened by the appearance of a German gunboat on the Atlantic coast of Morocco. 
That this was completely nonsensical, the English also knew. For if Germany really wanted to attack, 
she would not have sent a small gunboat, but a fleet with landing troops. Why did England now 
consider its vital interests threatened, when only a few years earlier the express wish of Great Britain had 
been addressed to the German Empire to warn the French by calling at some ports in Morocco? But this 
was before the Anglo-French Morocco Agreement 

and thus before the establishment of the Entente-Cordiale. 30 The Moroccan crisis showed one thing 
clearly: it was not Germany that was the aggressor, but France and thus, for the first time, obviously 
England. Delcasse's remarks, the English naval demonstration off Jiidand, the French naval visits to an 
English port at the same time, and the English naval visit to Brest as a counter-gesture, as well as the 


demonstrative speeches of the English king, among others, to the French officers underlining the 
necessity of cordial understanding, are visible signs that the Entente-Cordiale meant an offensive 
political and military alliance clearly directed against Germany. Germany, however, did not allow 
herself to be provoked; she chose the path of negotiation, although, in view of France's military 
weakness at the time, she could have chosen preventive war against France, which, under the 
circumstances, could not have been called a frivolous act. England, however, believed that it could make 
capital out of this situation. It hoped to lead a great naval raid against Germany in the event of war and 
was not even afraid of a landing on German soil. But this was only conceivable because England knew 
Germany's weakness at sea. The Belgian envoy in Berlin, who was certainly not friendly to Germany, 
wrote to his government in February 1905: "When Count Biilow let the English public know that 
Germany had no aggressive intentions whatsoever against England, he said nothing that was not already 
known to every calm assessor.... The German fleet was created merely for defensive purposes... The real 
cause of the hatred of the English is jealousy, caused by the exceptionally rapid development of the 
German merchant fleet, German commerce and German industry. This hatred will continue until the 
English have become familiar with the idea that world trade is not a monopoly which belongs to 
England by right. Moreover, the hatred is carefully stirred by the Times and a number of newspapers 
and magazines which do not spare slander to flatter the taste of their readers.... One of the main reasons 
for the agreements finally concluded between France and England, which in my opinion has not yet 
found a sufficient explanation, has certainly been the desire to get a free hand against Germany... It was 
clear that the reorganization of the English hotte was directed against Germany." The same ambassador 
in the fall of 1905: "The Triple Alliance led by the Germans has given us thirty years of peace in Europe. 
The 31 new Franco-English-Russian .Triple Entente' would be no substitute, but on the contrary a 
cause of permanent alarm.... The huge efforts of the English press to prevent a peaceful outcome to the 
Morocco crisis, "and the probably yet insincere credulity with which it embraces all calumnies against 
German policy, prove how ready public opinion in Britain is to welcome any anti-German 
combination." Independently of these reports, the Belgian envoy from Paris writes: "I wonder if the 
people who display fear in England of an unfeasible German attack are entirely sincere? Are they not 
only pretending to such fears in order to provoke a new war in which the German navy would be 
destroyed, the German merchant marine and the overseas German trade? England is in a safe position. 
Germany, on the other hand, is easy to hit. If England were to attack Germany one day just to get rid of 
a rival, she would only be following her old principles." Although the reinsurance treaty with Russia had 
been recklessly not renewed by the German government, because it was mistakenly believed that it had 
to enter into closer relations with England, nevertheless no deterioration of relations with Russia was 
wanted or actually occurred by the German government. On the contrary, during the Russo-Japanese 
War Germany, much to the annoyance of the English, kept her back to Russia. Without thanks, it did 
nothing that would have caused any disadvantage to the Russians in their heavy fighting with heavy 
losses. On the other hand, England had already demanded of Germany in 1902/03, on the basis of 
Anglo-Japanese cooperation, that it abandon its pro-Russian policy in favor of a pro-British one. The 
rejection of this demand was a major reason for England to swing to France. As many British 
documentary publications prove, contrary to agitation lies to the contrary, this swing did not happen 
because of the German navy. Because this was still in embryonic state and in planning at that time. 
Therefore, it is also a falsification of history when this is repeatedly given by the Social Democrats as the 
reason for the estrangement with England. The truth is rather that at the turn of the century Germany 
was the most defenseless of all the world's great powers at sea. But it was at this time that the Russians, 
French and Americans were undertaking enormous naval buildups, the first two specifically 


for offensive purposes. Because Germany could not be induced to adopt an anti-Russian policy, an open 
and public threat against the German Empire was made during the Russo-Japanese fighting from the 
mouth of a high British official, the civil Lord of the British Admiralty, Mr. Lee. With the unanimous 
approval of the entire British press, he said, "In the event of war, the British fleet will be on the German 
shores sooner than the news of the beginning of hostilities will appear in the German newspapers. We 
believe in the old saying: thrice blessed is he who strikes the first blow." Never have such impudent 
words come from German mouths. But England may allow itself such with impunity. Having lost its 
world empire in two world wars, it certainly cannot do so today. In any case, it must be stated before 
history that in this phase of events, during the Morocco crisis and in connection with the Russo-Japanese 
war, England twice made massive military threats to Germany, thus proving its will to war. Alliance 
between England and Russia If England had not succeeded so far in luring Germany out of its peaceful, 
almost pacifist attitude, a further step had to be taken. The present weakness of France may have 
contributed a little to this. England had to look for a second continental power in order to be able to 
destroy its feared trade and industrial adversary Germany, since the strength of its Entente-Cordiale 
partner was obviously insufficient for this purpose. Russia was certainly the ideal candidate, especially 
since a war on two fronts could make the German Reich far more vulnerable, and a total blockade 
promised to have the greatest effect. This political undertaking was undoubtedly not an easy one. On 
the one hand, alliances between England and Russia had no tradition, on the other hand, England had 
done everything possible during the Russo-Japanese War to stop Russian imperialism towards the Far 
East with the help of its Japanese ally, so that Russia was eliminated there as a rival and competitor for 
the time being. In spite of all this, Russia was for England the suitable foothold against Germany. In 
addition, the "relationship"! Russia's 33 relations with the Austro-Hungarian monarchy were 
conceivably bad as a result of the revived pan-Slavist policy of St. Petersburg. After Russia's ambitions in 
the direction of the Far East had burst like a soap bubble, England was now able to make 
Constantinople and the Middle East palatable as a fallback option for Russian expansionism. It thus 
killed two birds with one stone. Constantinople, however, could only be reached via Austria-Hungary. 
Behind the Dual Monarchy, however, was Germany, which had close contacts with Turkey within the 
framework of the Triple Alliance. Since the 1980s, it was no coincidence that the Russian general 
Skobelov had been quoted as saying that the road to Constantinople led through the Brandenburg Gate. 
If such a throw ever succeeded, it was ingenious, but cynical, reprehensible and criminal. When it is 
always said that English diplomacy is the most skilful and the best in the world, this may be true in so 
far as, at least in this case, it has succeeded with its ruthlessness and contempt for humanity, but it has 
little to do with morality, honesty and decency. The whole thing was a clear policy of encirclement with 
the exclusive aim of destroying Germany. Here one can clearly see the historical war guilt of England in 
the First World War. This throw succeeded, albeit with the help of the French, who had been in 
alliance with Russia since 1899. The old English proverb proved the actors on the political stage right: 
First I knock him down, then I ask him what he wants. This alliance was already offensive by design. 
England and Russia knew very well that Pan-Slavism and the opening of the road to Constantinople 
were destroying the existence of the Dual Monarchy and clearly had to challenge the war. Germany's 
obligations to Austria-Hungary were well known. The Triple Alliance was an alliance for the 

defense of the acquis communautaire. Therefore, anyone who envisages such planning and concludes 
alliances corresponding to it cannot talk his way out of defensive planning, but knows very well that he 
is planning war, wants it and will also trigger it. In doing so, he stamps himself as a war criminal and 
takes upon himself an enormous guilt. The Berlin envoy of Belgium said at the time that the entente 
between France and England had once been even more improbable than that between Great Britain and 
Russia, yet it had come about. "It has been sanctioned by both peoples because in it is expressed the 


common hatred of Germany. Likewise, the Russian hates the Germans because Germany is the 
neighboring country which excites comparison and whose superior civilization humbles his barbarian 
pride." 34 The English policy of rapprochement with Russia began in 1903 and reached its conclusion in 
1907 with the official accession of Russia to the Anglo-French Entente. It initiated the drama of the 
First World War. This alliance system was the cause of the First World War and was purposefully the 
planned preparation for the destruction of the Central Powers, Germany and the double monarchy of 
Austria-Hungary connected with it. The history of the outbreak of the war itself has only secondary 
importance. One was determined to continue according to plan the policy that had led to the Moroccan 
crisis. Germany was hated and would not be allowed the right of an open door for its vital trade and 
economy. The same motives emerged before the Second World War with the attempt to create the 
same alliance system. The same would happen again today if England and France were not forced to sit 
in the same boat with us asa result of the disastrous outcome of World War II. Today, together with 
the USA, they must recognize the consequences of their anti-European policy, which ended with the 
destruction of Germany. After all, it was they who helped the Soviet Union to this position of world 
power. Today, the economic power of a divided Germany is again viewed with envy, but it must be 
swallowed in the interest of survival, even though the EC is cashing in considerably. England has 
meanwhile lost its empire and is too weak to defend the rest of Europe, France, as it seems, retreats with 
its atomic force de frappe behind its Maginot line as it did then and dreams of survival. Only small West 
Germany, in conjunction with American help, could spare both countries the Soviet cooking, if the 
danger of moral and moral softening of the bones in Remnant Germany were not pre-programmed. 
Today England no longer has the power and means, as in the days of the Triple Entente, to set in 
motion worldwide the struggle for the destruction of Germany with an immense apparatus "of a world- 
wide diplomacy and policy, in order to keep her back free for a concentrated struggle against the 
German Reich, in order to put the "mad dog of Europe" on a chain, as one used to express oneself about 
Germany at that time. This goal was always justified by the fact that the free peoples had the duty to 
protect culture, civilization and freedom against Prussian-German imperiousness and barbarism. And 
who is now protecting these slanderers against the surely much more terrible barbarians who are now 
threatening Europe? I have never heard such words from the mouths of the English and French against 
Soviet Russia, which, with the help of both, now occupies a far stronger position than Germany did at 
that time. But one is careful not to reveal such things in view of the obvious strength of the Soviet 
Union, because it might go badly with them. This fact alone proves how weak and vulnerable Germany 
was at that time despite claimed propaganda lies to the contrary. As a preparatory measure for the 
intended war of annihilation against Germany and Austria-Hungary, understandings were established 
between Russia and Japan, as well as between France and Japan. The hitherto Anglo-Japanese alliance 
was extended, and thus everything was done to eliminate all points of friction in the Far East, in order to 
keep one's back free on the day of the great struggle against the Central Powers. Agreements were made 
between the two Western powers and Spain, but also again with Italy, to the effect that the 
Mediterranean, both politically and from the maritime side, was under English influence. In addition, 
the English King Edward, who always took the leading role in the Triple Entente, succeeded in 
separating German-friendly Sweden from Norway. The latter was then entirely under England's 
tutelage and was destined to secure military supplies in case of war with Russia. In addition, it was 
scheduled to take up a key position against the famine blockade at the northern exit of the North and 
Baltic Seas, which was directed against Germany in violation of international law. It is finally time for 
the world's eyes to be opened about the mendacious propaganda of the triple entente of the time. Where 
ever in history have there been more unequivocal measures and preparations for war, which have 
expressed the will for war so visibly and unambiguously? Where ever in history have the unambiguous 


realities and facts been so falsified and lied about as in the war guilt lie during and after the First World 
War? For this reason alone one would have to judge with extreme distrust the one-sided representations 
propagated again today, which led to the Second World War. As we will see later, the reasons and 
causes of this war are distributed in their responsibility quite differently than the same victors present 
and want to admit. Here, too, lies are blithely told. Here, too, today as then, this reprehensible game is 
supported by Germany's own government, so that, apart from a lack of a German sense of honor, moral 
obtuseness leads to ever new unjustified demands 

that are unworthy of a great nation and must appear reprehensible. 36 Today this leads to such an 
extent that our youth, on whom it will once depend decisively tomorrow if Europe is still to have a 
chance of survival, re-educated to eunuchism, will hardly be able to fulfill this task in the European 
sense. Why is objective history no longer learned and taught today, why are our youth not sufficiently 
and objectively informed about the connections of the latest historical events? Does one want, after the 
Morgenthauplan has turned out to be impracticable, the destruction of Europe in a cold way, by re- 
educating Germany as a source of strength and thus softening the function of a Europe with its 
traditional old culture in such a way that tomorrow only the Asiatic massification and lack of level, a 
vegetating without danger for the world will be the result? Historical lies and their spreading are the 
best signposts for this. At that time, all delays and difficulties that occurred during this deployment of 
forces against the Central Powers were blamed by the then loudly shouting Western press on the 
"cunning potentate" (astude potentate), the German emperor. In this, the Social Democracy still helped 
in a treasonous manner and played the game of our opponents. On the other hand, the French called 
Wilhelm II Guilleaume le Timide, the timid one, and compared his politics to dogs that bark but do not 
bite. After all, the last tactless statement, which one should not make even to a hostile head of state, is 
based on the unintentional acknowledgement of his actual love of peace. But it must also be said in this 
connection that, in spite of often strong boastful words under the reign of the last emperor, such a 
disastrous but immovable policy has seldom been seen. The intriguer was not William II, but clearly the 
English King Edward. By wanting to avoid at all costs the war that was obviously threatening it, the 
German policy of the time condemned itself to unsuccessfulness and found itself in an increasingly 
difficult position. If any vital economic and political measures taken by the Reich to preserve its vital 
interests had already been readily elevated by the triple entente to the status of a question of war, a 
policy of perpetual evasion, of yielding, of no clear decisions, ie. a policy of weakness, was bound to be 
fatal, indeed it was bound to invite Germany to push back and be destroyed. But this is also the only 
reproach that can and must be levelled at the weak imperial policy. There were plenty of opportunities 
for aggressive action and thus for breaking out of this deadly encirclement front. Above all, Germany 
was strong enough at the turn of the century and even later to be able to do so more effectively and with 
far greater prospect of success than in 1914, when the triple entente had fully rearmed. On the other 
hand, Germany, out of a misconceived love of peace, had failed to defend itself vigorously against such 
counterfeiters abroad and at home, and to act vigorously enough against such traitors to the country, 
who came from democratic and, above all, social-democratic circles, or to put a stop to their shameful 
handiwork. For it was these circles, with a strong press in the background, that constantly waged their 
hateful struggle against the German armed forces and their necessary 

reinforcement. They ridiculed the Kaiser and invented the terms "militarism," "military caste," 
"Junkertum," and "war party," which never existed. They imputed unbridled imperialism to the 
emperor and insinuated that industry wanted to provoke a war for profit. These vocabularies of the left 
and its backers were only too eagerly seized upon by our enemies. These slogans were domestically 
aimed at the overthrow and destruction of the monarchy and served the Social Democracy and its 
accomplices for a social-democratic overthrow, but in order to bring Jewish-led capitalism a little closer 


won 


to its goal. In this anti-German concert, Freemasonry with its "ideals of humanity" also played a 
negative role, if only because it failed to bring its knowledge of our enemies' intentions of attack, which 
was known to it through its foreign brethren, to the attention of responsible personalities, or to submit it 
to the German public. That the Anglo-Russian rapprochement came about was due in no small measure 
to the fact that the Russians were annoyed at the disastrous work of Social Democracy in Germany. 
They regarded the tsardom as well as the German monarchy as their greatest enemies and expressed this 
openly in their press organs. It is always bad when ideological points of view overshadow necessary 
political action and thus change the balance of power to one's own detriment. A major reason for this 
attitude was the influence of the Jews on Marxism and thus on the Social Democratic Party. In Russia, 
on the other hand, the Jews were completely powerless and oppressed under the tsardom. Thus Social 
Democracy also bears a heavy blame for the outbreak of the war, even though it did not want it. 38 
English Policy But the issue here is the role and responsibility of England that led to the First World 
War. English policy was extraordinarily skillful and opaque. Only in the course of the war and through 
publications of crucial documents in the postwar period was it possible to shed light on the intriguingly 
disastrous but single-minded English diplomatic game. England had undoubtedly assumed the decisive 
leadership role and yet remained cleverly in the background. Thus it could happen that shortly before 
the outbreak of war, when many politically minded people had already recognized with extreme 
concern the danger approaching Germany, many German politicians in a position of political 
responsibility declared that the English, French and Russians had a tremendous respect for Germany and 
would be glad to be left in peace by us. Mind you, such deceptive statements were made at a time when 
the war plans and war aims of our potential adversaries had been exchanged among themselves and the 
state of their armaments was nearing the end. England had understood how to deceive precisely the 
German Emperor and his German Chancellor von Bethmann Hollweg, who was responsible for the 
policy, to the very end. Eduard Grey, as British Foreign Secretary, played a key role in this. On the one 
hand, he repeatedly emphasized that his whole will was devoted to the preservation of peace; on the 
other hand, when the agreements and preparations for war he had cemented got under way, he 
complained about his evil confederates who were now forcing peaceable England to act and intervene. 
If, however, he had really honestly desired the preservation of peace, he could have enforced this will 
for peace with weighty emphasis in St. Petersburg and Paris. But it was not this that was at issue for 
him, but the question, after all my peaceable deceptions, how do I impress upon the English public the 
inevitability of war? The second difficult problem for him was Germany. Here the only question was 
what must be done to continue to leave Germany in the fog, whose emperor believed in Edward's royal 
word until the last day. What diplomatic steps must be considered to delay Germany's mobilization as 
much as possible in view of the joint Russian and French plan of attack. Two events are significant: The 
German ambassador in London, Prince Lichnowski was misinformed and sent a correspondingly 
incorrect dispatch to 39 the German Emperor. This would have had the effect, by a hair's breadth, of 
halting the ordered mobilization to the west in the interest of preserving peace, which, if such a measure 
had been carried out, would naturally have led to an unforeseeable confusion. To the same ambassador, 
Grey commented on the occasion of his sign-off at the outbreak of war: England could better serve 
Germany as an enemy of war than as a neutral. He expected Germany to be defeated quickly on land, 
after which England would have to prevent Russia from becoming too powerful. He hardly expects a 
naval war. ... As a belligerent power, England's trade would not suffer more damage than as a neutral 
one. England's history shows in three hundred years that the strongest continental power was threatened 
by English opposition. There has been a total failure to recognize, and a total failure to appreciate in 
Germany, the exceptional importance of British mainland interests. There can hardly be a more cynical 
and frivolous paraphrase of English war interests. The pitcher just keeps on going until it breaks. Perhaps 


it was not by chance that such an interpretation of morality contributed to the collapse of the Empire, 
especially since one was of the opinion that one could allow oneself the same game when the Second 
World War came about. Only that Hitler had more serious consequences for England than the then 
harmless Kaiser Wilhelm II. Nothing underscored this fact better than the Kaiser's brief note when, on 

30. July 1914 in the margin of the dispatch he received from his Petersburg envoy: "the net has suddenly 
been drawn over our heads, and sneering at the brilliant success of its persistently carried out pure anti- 
German world policy, against which we have proved machdos, England has twisted the noose to our 
political and economic destruction from our federal loyalty to Austria, wriggling isolated in the net. A 
magnificent achievement that inspires admiration, even in the one who perishes by it. Even after his 
death, Edward VII is stronger than I who live". The Emperor then expressed his opinion that Germany 
would "bleed to death" in this war. The Reich Chancellor von Bethmann Hollweg expressed himself 
more briefly about his failed policy when he received the British ultimatum from the British 
ambassador: "With this, my whole policy collapses like a house of cards. Both statements signify a 
bankrupt statement of 

German peace policy. It is not the task of this paper to investigate and prove the misconduct of German 
policy. Here it is about the question of war guilt and the provable responsibility of those who acted 
responsibly at that time. But the question should be asked: Is this the behavior of two bellicose statesmen 
who, as propaganda has always claimed, proclaimed and prepared a bloody war of aggression against 
peace-loving neighbors? To ask the question is to deny it. After the war, one Englishman rightly 
described the British Foreign Secretary, Sir Eduard Grey, as the real Chief of Staff of the Triple Entente 
and of Belgium. There is no doubt about this today historically. Unlike the allied powers, the British 
leadership had to show consideration for the population, which was not willing to go to war. For this 
reason, all military and political planning that suggested preparations for a war of aggression had to be 
done with extreme caution and in secret, with only the king and a handful of cabinet members knowing 
about Grey. Wherever something leaked out, it was simply lied about and denied. It was argued that the 
common military and naval agreements of the general staffs did not entail any political ties. In principle, 
the following must be said about this: Agreements and arrangements of a military nature between 
friendly powers, up to mobilization, deployment and operational plans, are probably the most secret and 
most important things for the existence of a state, which one is only accustomed to make and disclose 
when there is an absolute relationship of trust, exclusively under the protection of the highest 
government authorities. Therefore, to such military discussions and agreements belongs the necessity of 
the highest degree of solidarity and secrecy, in any case to a much higher degree than in political 
alliances. Bismarck always opposed military conventions because they tended to restrict political 
freedom of action at crucial moments. In no case did military and maritime agreements exist within the 
Triple Alliance. As anyone can read today, only purely political agreements were concluded here. 
Therefore, it is obvious from the subject matter that military conventions are far more binding and 
explosive than political agreements. But if the planning of four powers, England, France, Russia and 
Belgium, results in an unambiguous, mutually agreed upon task and objective, which is not staged for 
but against something, then this proves, despite beautiful, 

4.1 In view of the assessment of war guilt, this is of eminent importance and cannot be denied. Above 
all, it speaks to a guilty conscience if, when questioned in Parliament, the existence of such 
arrangements is flatly denied and evasions resorted to, as Grey did as late as August 3, 1914, before 
entering the war, when he suppressed part of the arrangements when reading them out to his Cabinet 
members. He did this so as to give the impression that England was entirely free as to the decision to go 
to war. In this case it was the well-known exchange of letters between Sir Edward Grey and the French 
Ambassador in London, Jules Cambon, in which both gentlemen confirmed to each other the 


permanent intimate military and maritime cooperation. It was further expressly stipulated that this 
agreement would not restrict the freedom of either government to give or not to give arms aid, finally 
that as soon as an attack was to be feared, each of the two governments would consider with the other 
whether united they would "forestall the attack or preserve the peace." Then the two governments 
would consider the measures to be taken jointly and would become conclusive as to whether to carry 
out the plans of the general staffs. Here one recognizes the convolutions, the careful dexterity, for 
eventual use in public and to some of his Cabinet colleagues. Although for years there had been 
obligatory ties between Great Britain and Russia on the one hand and France on the other, Sir Edward 
Grey still denied them in his great war speech of August 3, 1914, pointing out only that France could 
not be abandoned, for she had left her coasts on the Adantic Ocean and the Channel, relying on 
England, defenseless and unprotected. He wisely concealed the fact that an agreement had long been 
reached with France to the effect that the French fleet was to perform its duties in the Mediterranean, 
while England was responsible for the French Atlantic and Channel coasts. He also concealed the fact 
that the first troop transports to France had already left the day before. It was significant in this speech 
that not a word was said about the passage of German troops through Belgium. England had long since 
agreed with Belgium on the possible landing of 160,000 English soldiers. This refutes the propaganda lie 
that England's entry into the war was due to the so-called breach of neutrality by the German 
government. Such a claim is nonsensical. 42 Grey acted just as disingenuously as late as July 1914 when 
he let the German chancellor know that he shared with him the view that the Austro-Hungarian and 
Serbian dispute was only of local importance. Bethmann Hollweg took this seriously. In reality, 
however, Grey knew from the Russian Prime Minister Sasonov that Russia was no longer able to regard 
this case of conflict indifferently and coolly. So, he was obviously lying and, moreover, he was aware of 
the initiated world war. Count Revendow writes in "War Guilt Lie and War Guilt Liar" on page 117 ff. 
The more complete the war armaments of the three Western powers and of Belgium became, the more 
friendly all public statements toward Germany became, as well as those of the ministers as of the 
deputies and the press." This is a process of high importance, which deserves all attention in view of the 
imputation of the war guilt. "At the beginning of this war I characterized this fact as follows: The 
English statesmen set the war on wheels, gave it the decisive push, and under a torrent of peaceable 
avowals took a back seat, quietly conducting themselves there until the right moment arrived. This was 
a brilliant tactic, well in line with three hundred years of British lore, a tactic behind which was a 
fundamentally offensive political strategy. Part of this tactic was the fact that in the last years before the 
war, when armaments were nearing completion and the European situation was ripe for explosion at 
any moment, British statesmen rejected the suggestion of the Confederates that "cordial understanding 
should be turned into formal alliance. Some years before they had themselves toyed with the idea." The 
reasons given for this rejection by the British press seemed highly credible and "reassuring": Britain did 
not want to be bound, to remain completely free to make major European decisions, and a second Triple 
Alliance would stretch the situation in an undesirable way. In truth, Britain just did not want the 
European situation to become clear to German eyes. A formal tripartite alliance of France, Great 
Britain, and Russia would have clarified the situation immediately and would at least have given a 
serious blow to German illusionism. But precisely this did not correspond to British intentions. For them 
there could hardly be anything more favorable than to leave the German government in the fog until it 
fell into the carefully prepared wolf pit. That was the moment when Bethmann Hollweg whined to the 
British ambassador: he did not understand that Great Britain was entering the war, because with it his, 
the 43 chancellor's, policy would collapse like a house of cards! The realization of the house-of-cards 
nature of Bethmann's foreign policy should and could not come to the chancellor until the moment 
when it was too late, when the collapse was there. An open alliance of England with Russia and France 


would have prevented a great deal on the German side; it would have made it impossible for British 
statesmen to deny, as they did year after year, the existence of binding relations with the other two 
powers. Thus, in fact, the relationship between the Triple Alliance powers of Germany-Austria- 
Hungary and fully Italy was incomparably less firm and less trusting than the relationship of the three 
Entente powers of Russia to France and England. In 1914, it was a military-maritime offensive position 
that had been firmly forged in the course of eight years. This formed the real basis of the political 
agreements and treaties between those powers whose official leaders were in direct, permanent contact 
with the military organizers of the various treaties and meetings, but only involved their colleagues in 
the cabinets in so far as it seemed advisable to them. Powers that did not want war, did not seek it, 
would not have acquired this carefully and purposefully created apparatus of joint military war 
organization. It was, in fact, the military deployment for the great attack. It alone signified the 
responsibility of the three Entente powers and Belgium for the world war. France-Russia Franco- 
Russian relations and military preparations for an obvious war of aggression are far more transparent and 
obviously on the table. Immediately after the resignation of Chancellor Bismarck, so much feared by 
France, France saw its hour of "revanche", of revenge, had come. This began with the fact that in 1887 
France received an extensive rifle order and a year later Russia received a loan from France, just as later 
England came to the aid of this always financially distressed state. In 1891, the first political agreement 
was concluded, and a year later military agreements were reached, which intensified from year to year. 
In 1899 the alliance treaty between Russia and France was signed. Basically, one must ask whether this 
treaty was a compelling necessity for both powers to maintain their possessions or even a question of 
their survival? 

Certainly not. There were no differences with Russia. Relations between Russia and Germany were 
normal and good. It is regrettable that the reinsurance treaty created by Bismarck was not renewed. This 
was certainly related to the mistaken hope of achieving better relations with England. Germany's 
relations with France were also normal from the German side. We had no demands of any kind and 
strove to maintain good neighborly relations. Only the French acted as if we had caused the war of 
1870/71 and not they themselves, as history sufficiently proves. It was not us who invaded France over 
the centuries, but always the French who invaded Central Europe, as the history of Napoleon shows. 
The land robber was always the Frenchman, who from time immemorial strove to reach the Rhine and 
beyond. But if, in the Frankfurt Peace Treaty of 1871, Alsace-Lorraine with its almost purely German 
population returned to the Reich, this was nothing out of the ordinary and a legitimate claim of 
Germany. But this Alsace-Lorraine had taken a fancy to France, they wanted it back. This was the 
reason why a German rapprochement with France was difficult, since French chauvinism in public and 
in schools virtually elevated this matter to a sacred national question. Andre Tardieu's article in the 
Parisian "Temps" says it clearly: "France is still prepared to trade diplomatic small change with the 
German Reich. 

France was still willing to exchange diplomatic small change with the German Reich, but nothing else 
could be thought of as long as the injustice of 1870/71 was not remedied." So they wanted to get 
something back from us. Since this could never be done voluntarily, it could only be done by force. This 
clarifies the question of the aggressor all by itself: This also makes the French alliance with the Russians 
understandable. Since France alone was not strong enough for the war of conquest over Alsace-Lorraine, 
a confederate was needed in order to gain military superiority through a war on two fronts. All other 
versions are inventions and hypocrisies to distract from the clear intention to wage this war at the first 
opportunity. The numerous documents and statements of responsible politicians and military officers of 
that time, which have been found in the meantime, prove this without any gaps. The treaties and 
agreements clearly show it. Next to the usual phrasal assurances of the preservation of peace, there is 


clearly the intention and the will to destroy the German army and thus the Reich. The French minister 
Delcasse thought one 45 step further and reported to the French president in 1899 that he had extended 
the aim and content of the treaty with Russia to the "preservation of the balance of forces in Europe." 
This sounds harmless at first, but it means that after the death of the old Austrian emperor the 
dissolution of the Triple Alliance was expected. It was then thought that, with the support of the 
Russians, the German Empire would have to be confronted jointly, if it were then to enlarge its territory 
in Central Europe accordingly. It was intended to choose this moment for a war of aggression against 
Germany. They did not simply choose the term annihilation, but called it the restoration of equilibrium. 
So here again we find the clear intention of an aggression against Germany. In reality, France was 
concerned with much more than the recovery of the provinces of Alsace-Lorraine. In accordance with 
its centuries-old tradition of offensive Rhineland policy until recent times, France was concerned with 
making Germany's political, economic and military supremacy disappear once and for all. From time 
immemorial, France has arrogated this position to itself, even though it was too weak to do so. What the 
French themselves wanted, they always attributed to Germany with an enormous propaganda effort and 
declared it guilty, sacrilegious and criminal already beforehand and afterwards. It is incomprehensible 
only that this is believed also still. At the latest after the Morocco crisis, it must have been clear to the 
German government, also in connection with the fleet demonstrations, that the British-French 
agreement was far more than a mere friendship alliance. It was clearly aggressively directed against 
Germany. Even before that, the clever Delcasse and his French ambassador in Rome had managed to 
weaken the position of the Triple Alliance by the fact that both of them, with the support of British 
diplomacy, had succeeded in concluding an agreement with Italy under which Italy undertook not to 
deploy troops on the Franco-Italian border in the event of a Germany-France conflict. This behavior of 
Italy alone shows the weakness of the Triple Alliance, which later proved to be the case, since Italy was 
known to be on the opposite side. If Germany nevertheless did not decide to ask Italy to leave the Triple 
Alliance, it was only in order to avoid an open conflict between Austria-Hungary and Italy. During the 
Balkan unrest, France reckoned with the possibility of the outbreak of a European war, as numerous 
documents prove and as Poincaré's directives show. This is also proved by the report of the Russian 
ambassador in Paris to his Prime Minister Sasonov, in which it is stated that "the French government 
leaves to Russia the determination of its course of action in the Balkan Peninsula and is absolutely at 
Russia's disposal in case of war." This is nothing other than France's unconditional readiness for war 
against Austria and thus inevitably also against Germany, if Russia considers this necessary. One cannot 
document one's will for war more clearly! Here one does not recognize the slightest attempt to make an 
effort to reduce tensions; indeed, one places oneself completely in the hands of Russian policy and 
renounces from the outset any influence for the better. Another proof of France's will to war is the 
exchange of letters between Grey and the Frenchman Cam-bon mentioned earlier, in which Grey 
expresses his readiness to intervene if Russia and France were to regard the Balkan war as an occasion for 
a European war. In December 1912 we see from a report of the French Ambassador in Paris to his Prime 
Minister that all preparations had been completed in the event of an English intervention against the 
German Reich. It says: "The examination of all conceivable possibilities by the French and English 
general staffs has not only not been interrupted, but the existing arrangements on land and sea have 
recently undergone a still greater extension, so that at the present moment the Anglo-French military 
convention is being worked through in every detail, as is the Franco-Russian." In the same year, the 
French Minister Poincare reported to the Russian Foreign Minister Iswolski: "On the whole, everything 
boils down to the declaration that if Russia goes to war, France will do the same, because we know that 
in this matter Germany will stand behind Austria." Here again one can see the determination to be ready 
for war. These military and naval conventions, prepared to the last, clearly show the will to war and the 


war guilt of the Entente powers, including Belgium, which had declared its agreement with the English 
landing of troops. Despite this threatening situation, little happened in Germany. People did not want to 
grasp the seriousness of the situation. The Social Democrats practiced international solidarity and 
believed in Santa Claus. The army bill presented by the General Staff was criminally neglected and was 
implemented only with considerable cutbacks. In contrast, the French reintroduced the three-year 
service period and thus considerably increased their military strength. With France's weak 47 population 
growth, this was such a burden and strain that it could only be sustained for a short period of time. 
France was well aware of this and made excuses for itself by saying that Russia had demanded it. In 
reality, they did it of their own free will, not as a temporary measure, but because France was thus 
preparing itself for the expected war, in order to have this potential immediately available at the 
outbreak of war. This tactic was used by the French warmongers like Poincare, Delcasse, Millerand and 
the two Cambons to get the other ministerial colleagues and also public opinion in the mood for war. 
Coordinated and at the same time, the Russian Minister of War then had published in the press: "Like 
its ruler, Russia desires peace, but is ready for war if necessary". Three months later, still in the midst of a 
period of peace without any apparent crisis, it said: "Russia is ready, France must be too". In the year 
before, 1913, Iswolski again reported on a "pleasant conversation" he had had with Delcasse, then 
ambassador in St. Petersburg, in which they had talked very openly and often about the mutual war 
aims in the great war against Germany and had come to the same point of view. This means practically 
nothing else than that they not only agreed on the intended conduct of a war, but had already agreed on 
the objectives and also on the booty. In parallel, with the same naiveté, the English king shortly before 
declared to the Russian prime minister Sasonov: "In the war, Germany would fare badly, because the 
English would sink every German merchant ship that fell into their hands." An English king can say 
such a thing only if he has the backing of the cabinet; otherwise it is unthinkable. Otherwise, the 
English, especially in their journals, are wont to express themselves much more cautiously. There, for 
example, it was said that the tremendous growth of the Russo-French forces would of itself make all 
world politics impossible for the German Reich and throw it back to a purely defensive policy on the 
mainland. The French expressed themselves far more openly, as did the chairman of the Army 
Comunittee in 1914: "Thus, on January 1 of this year, 

a nation of less than 40 million people had more soldiers than a nation of 68 million people." In the 
spring of 1914, the organ of the French War Ministry, "France Militaire," wrote: "A momentous war is 
upon us. Germany, which lived under the delusion of being armed alone, realizes that Europe is staring 
completely in the face of bayonets. Now the dolt cries: to 48 help! because the water is up to his throat, 
and he begins to doubt his historical mission." While in the above two articles the total readiness for war 
of the French and Russians is clearly admitted, and in a very challenging form, a high French general 
staff officer expresses himself 

in 1912 in the "Echo de Paris" as aptly as ironically about Germany's readiness for war: "We have been 
pleasantly disappointed by the fact that Germany has not even replaced all her missing battalions, 
although she still has thousands of young, healthy and strong men at her disposal. If we were in the same 
enviable position, we would be building new corps from scratch, and our so nationally minded Chamber 
would not fail to approve the necessary funds. Money plays an unheard-of role in Germany, which is all 
the more strange because it is a country that owes all its prosperity and prosperity to the maintenance of 
its military power.... In this respect, the solid ground on which Germany's future rests is very well 
appreciated in informed circles abroad, including in Paris. Germany's weakness is not due to a lack of 
financial strength, but to the narrow political horizon of the German people. This backwardness, which 
stands in sharp contrast to the huge successes in all other fields, has always been France's best ally. With 
our minority of the population, which is unfortunately becoming more and more apparent, we see our 


superiority in the execution of an organization of our armed forces such as Germany cannot boast." Here 
it is only wrongly seen that one tries to make responsible for Germany's weakness the narrow political 
horizon of the German people. But these were other forces for whom such an assessment may be true, 
namely, the Social Democrats and other democrats. For, depending on the strength or weakness of this 
party, people abroad were accustomed to see and judge German strength in the opposite proportion. At 
that time, the Social Democracy was criminally complicit in the Reich's lack of readiness for military 
service. Much blood would have been saved later if their responsible leaders had been stopped in time 
with regard to their sinister agitation. How unrealistic this type of people was in their assessment of 
political events is also evident from the visit of the Social Democratic leader, Hermann Miiller, to Paris 
shortly before the outbreak of war, when he believed that he would find "international solidarity" 
among the Socialists there. 49 His famous saying, we will not shoot, fell on unfruitful ground there, 
since the Frenchman is and remains French first and foremost, and does not practice treason when it 
comes to the concerns of his nation. German Social Democracy is to blame for the fact that the hostile 
foreign countries were convinced that Germany was no match for war. That later, after the outbreak of 
the war, the leadership of the Social Democracy changed its mind after the Kaiser's call, "I know no 
party, I know only Germans," and nevertheless went along with it, was due less to their conviction than 
to the compulsion of the situation, since otherwise their supporters would have run away. The Balkan 
Wars and Their Significance for the World War Whereas Bismarck had still been able to say "that there 
was no Balkan question worth the bones of a Pomeranian grenadier for Germany," this changed under 
Kaiser Wilhelm II as a result of his economically oriented Orient policy, in which Turkey occupied a 
favored position as a link. To avoid any misunderstanding, the Reich was only interested in a peaceful 
development of the Balkan region, because the supply lines, especially the Baghdad Railway, which was 
under construction, led through this region via Turkey to Mesopotamia. This route was chosen 
especially to avoid getting into trouble with England on the sea route through Gibraltar and the Suez 
Canal. Nevertheless, we were repeatedly accused of striving "to conquer India by this route". There is, 
God knows, nothing more stupid that is not believed in addition! So we could only be interested in a 
peaceful development of this area, but above all in the fact that the function of Turkey was not 
weakened. For the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, on the other hand, the preservation of the status quo, 
and thus peace and quiet in the Balkans, was a matter of survival. The pan-Slavism fomented by Russia, 
warlike changes within the mutually besieging Balkan states, as demonstrated by the Bosnian crisis 
described at the beginning, were life-threatening for the existence of Austria-Hungary. A similar 
situation would have arisen after Tito's death if the Soviets had seized Yugoslavia. This country is 
practically the successor state of the Serbs and today comprises 24 ethnic groups, five religions and six 
languages. From the point of view described above, the two German states could only be primarily 
interested in maintaining peace in this area. Every power, then as now, which was and is willing to put a 
fuse on the powder keg here, must appear as an aggressor and conjure up a danger of war deadly for 
Europe. This diagnosis is also important for possible future events, no matter how one tries to 
camouflage such events. In addition, one must know that neither Romania, nor Greece, nor Turkey are 
Slavic states. For a better understanding of the tense and complicated situation in the Balkans, I must 
first briefly touch on the historical past. The troublemaker here was Serbia, which was constantly incited 
by Russia to pursue its own interests. The Balkan states had different origins, only the Serbs and 
Bulgarians were related to the Russians as Slavs. The Serbs from northern Greece almost up to Venetia, 
running parallel to the Adriatic, were the most significant group in terms of power and strength. This 
area had once been divided between the Western Roman Empire, with its capital at Rome, and the 
Eastern Roman Empire, with its capital at Byzantium. In 1453, the Ottoman Turks had conquered this 
Eastern Empire with Constantinople and advanced northwestward into Europe until they suffered a 


decisive defeat at the gates of Vienna in 1683. With that, their power was broken. During the next 250 
years they were pushed back further, so that parts of these lost territories reverted to Austria. Nominally, 
until the beginning of the twentieth century, a large part of the Balkans such as Thrace, Macedonia, 
Bosnia, Her-zogewina, Albania and parts of Bulgaria were still Turkish. Of these territories, practically 
only Bulgaria was independent. At the Berlin Congress in 1878, the Serbs had gained their 
independence from the Sultan, and Austria-Hungary was granted the administration of Bosnia- 
Herzogewina. In Thrace and Macedonia, Turkey continued to rule with oppression, corruption and 
lawlessness, so it was a question of time when the Christian Balkan states would unite to free their co- 
religionists from this predicament. Only the Serbs made enemies of two states at once, the Austrians and 
the Turks. In 1908, the Young Turk revolution, supported by London, Paris and Freemasonry, broke 
out. There were many Turks living in Bosnia and Herzogina, and the Turkish crown estates were also 
located there. Here, the Young-Turkish and the Serbian-Slavic movements combined in a completely 
unnatural way, endangering the existence of the Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy. In addition, there 
were the Czechs and Slovaks with their fanatical hatred. In view of this situation, the Austrian Foreign 
Minister at the time, Baron Aerenthal, 51 decided, without prior consultation with the German Reich, 
to actively counter this development. The first step was the announcement of the construction of a 
railroad from Vienna to Salonika. Then Emperor Franz Joseph had the state annexation of Bosnia and 
the Herzogewina announced. This measure caused a storm of indignation among the Triple Alliance, 
England-Russia and France and, of course, among the Serbs who, with the help of Russia, dreamed of a 
Greater Serbian Empire. This annexation ran counter to Russian policy, which aimed at winning 
Constantinople and seizing the straits of the Bosporus and the Dardanelles for itself with the help of a 
Balkan alliance to be established under the leadership of the tsar. Such a policy, however, could not be in 
the interest of the German Empire, because it would have meant a surrender of the Turkish Empire and 
an abandonment of the economically important Oriental policy. The incited Serbian people raged, and 
the Serbian government ordered mobilization against Austria-Hungary. It hoped for the support of the 
Russians, England and France. However, Russia was not ready for war at that time after the war with 
Japan, which had resulted in heavy losses. Nobody knew that better than the French. In addition, there 
were French financial interests in Turkey at the same time. This went so far that the French government 
had solemn warnings addressed to England in "Le Temps" to stop the warmongering. This was a unique 
French event, understandable only when one knows that in the Bosnian crisis the English had asked to 
turn the "cordial agreement" into a real alliance. At that time, the French press, wiser after the 
experience of 1905, had announced this on the grounds that first Great Britain had to build up a 
sufficiently strong expeditionary army ready for use on the continent. England was well aware of the 
present condition of the Russian army. 

If it nevertheless pushed for war, it was for selfish reasons only because the opportunity and risk were 
favorable, 

in order to be able to wage the naval and economic war against Germany with devastating success, if 
Germany sided with its ally Austria. But Germany had to do this, not out of loyalty to the Nibelung, as 
Prince Biilow called it, but because otherwise either the alliance would have collapsed or Austria- 
Hungary would have been finished as a great power. Neither could be in the German interest. The 
occupation of Bosnia was accepted by the powers and thus the policy of the Triple Alliance was a 
success! Only England had threatened Germany with war for the third time since 1905, thus showing its 
will to war. The extremely capable and pro-German ambassador, Sir Frank Lascelles, was recalled from 
Berlin, thus indicating to the English king that he was not interested in friendship with Germany. The 
Belgian ambassador in Berlin reported confidentially to his government: "If the British government has 
dispensed with the services of such an excellent diplomat, it can only be because Sir Frank Lascelles has 


worked for fifteen years, undeterred by numerous failures, to bring about a rapprochement between 
Germany and England. The zeal which he has developed to remove misunderstandings, which he 
considers foolish and highly prejudicial to both countries, is not in accordance with the political views of 
his sovereign." The Serbs, deceived in their hopes, were told by the Russian Foreign Minister that this 
was only a temporary setback, and in fact an advantage, since now Russia, France, and England were 
standing firmly together on the Balkan question and would seize the next best opportunity to make 
Serbian interests succeed. The Serbian Prime Minister wrote in the autumn of 1908 about a conversation 
with the Russian Foreign Minister Izvolsky: "He expressed his conviction and hope for an early and 
bloody settlement with Austria-Hungary. The Austrian question would thus soon become much more 
acute than the Turkish, and his policy would amount to a liquidation of all Russian questions outside 
Europe in order to restore Russia to her European aspirations. " Paschitsch, one of the most important 
Serbian statesmen, reported at the same time on his conversation with the Tsar: "The question of Bosnia 
and the Duchy of Vina could be solved only by war, since in his opinion Austria-Hungary would not 
consent either to autonomy or to international compensations." The Serbian envoy in Petersburg 
reported on the conversation with the Russian Duma president: "The confrontation with Germanism is 
inevitable, but it is also necessary to prepare for it. We have done what no state has done so far, declaring 
before the whole world that we are not in a position to wage war at the moment. However, we consider 
any violence inflicted on Serbia as the beginning of the European war, in which we cannot interfere 
now. It will break out later, however, when we shall be able to have a voice among the powers." 53 
From all these statements one can see the intention of destroying the Dual Monarchy, for without its 
destruction Russia's goals could not be achieved. The expulsion of the Turks from their territories and 
the intention of dominating the straits are also evident. These are all goals that inevitably challenge war 
and thus make the challengers clearly guilty before history. The Serbs were advised against open combat 
in the interest of their self-preservation. "Conceal your intentions and prepare in secret! " This meant 
nothing other than underground work and was the foundation of the later Franktireur and partisan 
activity, which was contrary to international law and was bound to have disastrous consequences in the 
Second World War. Here it was the foundation of the secret organization "Narodna Odbrana" in 1908, 
which was run in a Masonic way and later caused the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand. The 
slogan of the Entente powers was now arm, arm and arm again, since they were determined to go to 
war. It was also thought that the situation in the Balkans would almost certainly provide a suitable 
occasion for it. First of all, the Russian policy was to establish a union among the Balkan powers with 
anti-Turkish and anti-Austrian objectives under Slavic auspices. The secretly concluded treaties came 
about with the support of London and Paris. When Poincare was once again in St. Petersburg, he wrote 
to his Foreign Ministry that these treaties contained the seeds of war against the Turkish Empire and 
Austria. He entitled these treaties "Conventions de Guerre," that is, agreements that must lead to war. 
In Berlin and Vienna, people did not really believe that such treaties would come about. But suddenly, 
in the fall of 1912, the Balkan League was there. Hate is more capable of achieving something than sober 
reason. And already the set-up game of the Entente powers could begin, whereby the Balkan war should 
only trigger the generally desired European war. The Balkan alliance had come about faster than the 
armament progress of the Russians and the French, both of whom were by no means ready. For this 
reason, France restrained its Russian confederate from pushing the Balkan dispute, since Turkey's 
military strength was considered a serious factor, and that of the Balkan powers was still too weak to 
prevail against Turkey. Nevertheless, Russia and its agents secretly stoked the fire so that in October 
1912 the outbreak of hostilities came as a complete surprise to Berlin and Vienna. The fire first flared up 
in Montenegro against the Turks under the mendacious battle cry "Cross against Crescent", and with 
success. The Turks proved to have little resistance. Thus it happened that the Balkan powers, together 


with Greece, broke the Turkish resistance and threw the Turkish army back out of Europe except for a 
remnant. Already in December of the same year the Turkish sultan had to ask for a truce. As 
unexpectedly surprising as the first phase of the battle had been, it could not hide the fact that the 
situation remained extremely tense. This was immediately evident at the two London conferences, the 
Conference of Ambassadors of the Great Powers on the one hand and the Balkan States and Turkey on 
the other. Turkey's territorial losses were clear, but the division of the spoils and determination of the 
new borders was extremely difficult, as the old antagonisms of the Balkan states broke out again. 
Naturally, Serbia received the largest land gain. The Entente powers expected compensation demands 
from the Danube monarchy, and thus, as evidenced by numerous documentary records, the possibility 
of war. In fact, Russia had moved troops to the Austrian border as part of a trial mobilization, forcing 
the Austrians and Hungarians to take the same action. At a meeting of Kaiser Wilhelm II and' the 
Archduke and heir to the throne in Germany, the Kaiser exerted a vigorous moderating influence. 
According to the report of the Belgian ambassador, he had called out to the heir to the throne as he was 
leaving: "no foolishness"! Austria, since Albania was not Serbian, demanded the independence of this 
state, and that, contrary to Wilhelm II's opinion, it was not given a port and thus access to the sea, thus 
accommodating Italy's wishes. Greece was enlarged and received large parts of Macedonia with 
Salonika. Austria demanded that the port falling to Greece be declared a free port. Here, too, it must be 
noted that Austria-Hungary made its demands very cautiously in such a way that they could not 
threaten peace in the Balkans, especially that Russia could not intervene over the Serbian question. Even 
Poincare had to admit after the World War that the German attitude had contributed a lot to the 
preservation of peace. Only he justified it with the lack of German readiness for war, which was 
factually incorrect. For Germany was in a decidedly better position than in 1914 in terms of military 
readiness vis-a-vis 55 the Entente powers, which were still in full rearmament at that time. Despite the 
London Conference, the strife over the spoils broke out again. In these battles the Turks still lost 
Adrianople, today's Janina, and Edirne, now called Ioannina. The fortress of Shu-kari, now Shkoder, 
south of Albania was besieged by Montenegrins and Serbs and fell at the end of April. Germany and 
Austria demanded its evacuation, as this fortress was to be annexed to independent Albania. For the 
same reason, the Serbs had to vacate the port of Durazzo, now Darres. The Serbs were jealous of the 
Bulgarians and thought that Bulgaria had received too much. Moreover, the Romanians, who had not 
intervened in the fighting so far, wanted Dobruja on the Black Sea from the Bulgarians. As a result, 
Bulgaria had to fight against the Serbs and Greeks and was completely defeated. Then the Romanians 
invaded Bulgaria, so that it had to surrender so much of its conquests that 

that it was able to maintain only the pre-war land holdings. Romania received the Dobruja. Even before 
peace was concluded, the Russian Foreign Minister Sasonov wrote to his Belgrade envoy: "Serbia has 
only traversed the first part of its historical path. In order to reach its goal, it still has to endure a terrible 
struggle that will challenge its very existence. Serbia's promise land lies in today's Austria-Hungary and 
not where it is striving now and where the Bulgarians are opposing it. Thus, it is a vital interest of Serbia 
to preserve the alliance of Bulgaria and, on the other hand, to prepare itself in patient work for the 
inevitable future struggle. Time is working for Serbia and against her enemies, who are already clearly 
showing signs of decomposition." This letter alone sufficiently proves the planning and preparation of a 
European war and thus the criminal guilt of the Entente powers. Exactly as planned, the world war has 
then been staged. It is really time that the one-sided "coming to terms with the past", which was already 
fashionable in the Weimar Republic and today has virtually become a sacred cow, is finally stopped and 
replaced by the full truth. We may and must claim this in the interest of our honor and of a promising 
European development. The Balkan war has undoubtedly, as planned, considerably worsened the 
situation of the Triple Alliance with the peace of Bucharest. This meant a tremendous weakening in case 


of a coming war. For this reason, the Reich Chancellor also justified the German defense proposal in 
1913 as follows: "Nevertheless, one thing remains undoubted. 56 Should it ever come to a European 
confrontation which pits Slavs against Germanic tribes, it will mean a disadvantage for the Germanic 
tribes that a place in the system of counterweights which has hitherto been occupied by European 
Turkey is now partly occupied by southern states. Because of the acute revival of racial instincts, the 
shifts in the military-political situation which have occurred as a result of the Balkan war take on 
increased significance. We are compelled to take them into account." This speech was plummy. It was in 
reality not war between Slavs and Germanic tribes, but a Russian war of conquest, which used only the 
small powers of the Slavs. England and France were pursuing their own goals in the struggle against 
Germany and had only succeeded in harnessing the Russian military potential for their own purposes by 
distracting Russia from its Far Eastern goals. Viewed soberly, the Balkan wars, as can be read from 
hundreds of documents, meant the planned initiation of the world war by the Entente powers. Peace 
could only be saved if Russia was forced not to support Serbia. The German Fleet Question In "Spiegel" 
No. 6 of 4. February 1980 I read about the Wilhelminian fleet question (Wilhelm Bittdorf): "This urge 
for symbols of power instead of for attainable real world power (by this, in connection with the 
occupation of Afghanistan, the Soviets are meant) resembles only too much the imposition with which 
once the Wilhelminian Germany wanted to demonstrate to the Western powers an equality which was 
simply not given to it imposition which created the world of enemies in the first place, by which the 
Reich finally saw itself surrounded." It is astonishing that even today people hold on to such historically 
false views that do not correspond to the truth. Such questions of guilt and lies of guilt are with all those 
responsible for the Weimar Republic and again today a testimony to their incompetence, their moral 
cowardice, their lack of national feeling, their party egoism and their consummate lack of conscience 
towards the German people. Great Britain as well as France saw Germany's strength primarily as a 
leading continental power. The strong position of the German Empire on the mainland was the starting 
point of their concern, envy and hatred. The German hotte, which at no time 57 posed a serious threat 
to England, played only a subordinate role in comparison. At the turn of the century, when the buildup 
against Germany had long since begun, the German fleet was still in the planning stage and was by far 
the smallest in Europe. Neither the Grand Admiral von Tirpitz nor the German Emperor ever aspired to 
a fleet equal to England's, since it was well known that Great Britain, as an overseas power, had quite 
different obligations to fulfill. That, on the other hand, Germany, with its long coastline, its overseas 
possessions, all of which, moreover, had been acquired or bought without bloodshed, and its strong 
merchant fleet, needed a navy for defensive purposes, should be clear even to the most simple-minded. 
It is historically verifiable that the more defenseless Germany was at sea, the more inclined England was 
to attack Germany or to participate in an attack. Without a fleet, however, we would have been 
nothing but a vassal of England, which could have blackmailed us at will and cut off our thread to the 
outside world we needed. Moreover, for years Britain made fun of our fleet in the press, holding it in 
very low esteem and deriding it "as the Emperor's plaything." Would a nation do that if it feared the 
German fleet ? Tirpitz took the view that a fleet policy adapted to German needs was a matter of 
survival for the German nation for both political and military reasons. At the same time, he correctly 
foresaw that Great Britain would come to terms with the existence of a navy appropriate to Germany. 
For in England, he said, matter of facts had always been respected. But he obliged German politicians to 
maintain a balanced, restrained foreign policy during the long period of reconstruction, especially 
toward England, in order to bridge the period of weakness. As later political events prove, he thought 
and acted quite correctly. All English threats originated in the years before 1911, ie. at a time when the 
German fleet was not yet a serious factor. I only recall the 1905 fleet demonstrations by the English and 
the feared destruction of the Kaiser Wilhelm Canal. During the Russo-Japanese War, the Civil Lord of 


the British Admiralty, Mr. Lee, let it be known in the press that "in the event of war, the British fleet 
will be on the German coasts sooner than the news of the beginning of hostilities in the German 
newspapers." In 1908, the British Admiral Sir John Fisher, as it became known only later, made the 
proposal to the English King to destroy the German fleet in the middle of the 58 peace by a sudden raid 
"without danger and bloodshed". In 1911, during the second Morocco crisis, the British government 
quietly mobilized the fleet and had the North Sea searched for the German fleet with a myriad of 
smaller camouflaged ships. The squadrons of the British High Seas Fleet stood ready to launch a 
destructive strike against the German hotte at any moment. Meanwhile, the latter practiced in complete 
carelessness in Norwegian waters, and no one on the German ships suspected that they were constantly 
shadowed by English torpedo boats. Lloyd George's threats of war had not been made out of fear of a 
landing by the crew of the small gunboat in Agadir (it was well known that a landing was not planned), 
but out of wounded vanity, because England felt ignored and because pressure was to be brought to bear 
on the Franco-German negotiations. In this case, as so often, this was done with the result that the 
peaceable, frightened German government dropped three-quarters of its most modest demand for 
compensation, a grave political mistake made in the unconditional desire to preserve peace. Triggered by 
Social Democratic attacks against German naval policy, with the more than foolish assertion that only 
our desired fleet would undermine friendship with England, a so-called "Hotten panic" was actually 
artificially staged by England in 1909. It was said in the press, against better knowledge, that the 
construction of the German Hotte was taking place in all secrecy and at the highest speed, so that it was 
to be feared that in a few years the German fleet would be almost equal to the British fleet in terms of 
high-quality ships. Of course, this was a deliberately spread untruth, but the intention was that the own 
population and the world should believe that Germany was secretly preparing an attack on poor 
peaceable England. Moreover, it served as psychological preparation for a giant building program of the 
British Hotte. As usual, the British government took no position at all on the news it promoted in the 
press and washed its hands of the matter, knowing full well that the British battle fleet was three times 
as strong as the German one. From the German documents it can be inferred that, in connection with 
the subject of arms limitations, non-binding discussions had taken place in the British Parliament 
between leading German and British personalities, but "never," declared the German Chancellor von 
Biilow, "had a proposal been made from the English side which could have served as a basis for official 
negotiations. 

could have served." In spite of 59 this, Grey lied in the old familiar manner in the House of Commons, 
expressing that Germany could not be reproached from her naval construction, but that he regretted the 
German rejection of the English proposals. This gentleman had allowed himself to do the same once 
before, when he denied with a saucy brow before Parliament the British-Russian naval agreement, of 
which the German Emperor had been secretly and authentically informed in detail. But this carefully 
considered "fleet panic" was a well-tried English propaganda device and fully served its purpose. It went 
out all over the world by telegraph offices, press, embassies and consulates, and above all out to the 
British colonies, which were supposed to learn to fear the "German danger" and thus to join more 
closely to the mother country. This was nothing other than a deliberate anticipation of the war guilt lie. 
Conversely, this artificially created panic created waves among the German opposition and men such as 
von Bethmann Hollweg, KinderleinWachter and, after his death, State Secretary von Jagow. They fell 
for this sacrilegious English game to the delight of the English and tearfully lamented the threat to 
England and the endangerment of Anglo-German friendship. Men like Grey could laugh up their 
sleeves. This cruel game to weaken German readiness for war was repeated many more times, since the 
mentality of the German fools and the Social Democrats had by now been correctly assessed. Little has 
changed to this day. This scaremongering had also left a deep impression on the United States. This was 


expressed in a dinner speech during a squadron visit to England in 1910: "the United States would give 
the last drop of blood and the last dollar for the old mother country in a war with Germany." The Lord 
Mayor of London replied, "Should that moment come when 

an enemy hand threatens us with harm and destruction, then from the English-speaking world across 
the ocean the cry will be heard in a thunderous tone, "Woodcutter, desist from this tree; in youth it 
shielded me, now I defend it." As I have said, such martial tones did not come from the German mouth 
or even from that of the emperor, but from the English and American alleged peace apostles, who, in 
addition, had fallen for their own propaganda clown. If this method alone should have made the weak, 
fearful German politicians sit up and take notice, so that they could draw conclusions in the direction of 
strengthening armaments, then exactly the opposite was the case. When then the English propaganda 
was ready to go one step further after this bombing success, one was 60 all the more frightened and 
hardly defended oneself, although according to one's own knowledge this lie was even more 
unbelievable. This time it was the English field marshal Lord Roberts who had to give himself up for 
putting the "invasion panic" into the world. Motto: the English fleet could not promise the English 
island any security against a German landing! O, poor little island, O, poor little island, that in an 
unguarded moment you are so suddenly invaded by the wicked Germans! One could laugh at this, if it 
were not for the fact that a myriad of novels and inflammatory pamphlets had systematically brought 
about a fear of the English population before the bloodthirsty barbarian German hordes. 150,000 
German waiters and other servants had now become dangerous spies overnight, ready for scheduled all- 
destructive action on the day of the invasion. Again an anticipated war guilt lie: Germany wants to 
attack. In this case, too, the stick was again with the dog. General compulsory service had to be 
introduced, a powerful land army was needed, only not for the defense of the island - that was well 
known - but as an invasion army on the mainland. As planned in the long term, it was to find its use for 
the war of extermination against Germany after landing in the Belgian-French area. Old Roberts was 
very loquacious after the Morocco crisis: "If war had come, a British invasion army would have landed 
immediately on the Flanders coast." The Morocco crisis had shown the British and French that the 
British landing army was not strong enough and not ready for its intended task. Then the English 
Minister of War, Lord Haidane, undoubtedly an able organizer and diplomat, had the fancy idea of 
seeking advice and help from, of all people, the nation of which they were supposedly so afraid and to 
whose detriment they had created the two panics. The English writer Harold Begbie wrote about this 
visit to Germany: "The result of Lord Haldane's visit did Britain a real service. In the first place, it gave 
us an opportunity to rescue the British army from a state of chaos and weakness, and it furnished the 
British envoy with various most valuable ideas for elevating the British war office." Here, once again, 
the Reich had shown its "good will," only, as it later turned out, as a victim of English will to destroy. 
Encouraged by this success, Haidane appeared a second time in Berlin in 1908 to talk the Germans, 
previously so accommodating, out of a German fleet proposal. This time he had to start his journey 
home without success. After the threat posed to Germany by the British in '61 during the Moroccan 
crisis of 1911 and after the German diplomatic defeat, it was right for Germany to show strength for 
once. A fleet bill was introduced by the Secretary of State of the Reichsmarineamt, which essentially 
amounted to not allowing any slowdown in the construction of capital ships. The previous annual pace 
of three large ships was to be maintained. As usual, Reich Chancellor von Bethmann Hollweg was 
opposed, the Treasury Secretary moaned that there was no money available, and the Foreign Office said 
that the policy of understanding was suffering. This behind-the-scenes dispute led to the buildings being 
cut in half. London got wind of this and sent Haidane to Berlin. The German Jew Ballin and the English 
Jew Cassels had taken over the mediation. The Chancellor's Office and the Foreign Office let it be 
known that this was a tremendously important matter, namely the conclusion of a neutrality agreement 


between Great Britain and Germany. It was said that the only obstacle to this future development was 
the Grand Admiral von Tirpitz, who only wanted to build ever newer and larger ships. After all, with 
such a lofty goal, one had to be prepared to make some sacrifices. Lord Haidane introduced himself as a 
cabinet negotiator and was received by the emperor, the chancellor, and the secretary of state of the 
Reichsmarineamt. The first topic was England's willingness to negotiate with Germany for African 
colonies. As it turned out, however, these all belonged to Portugal. Next, the naval armaments were 
addressed. In view of the prospective Anglo-German understanding, he thought it would be in the 
interest of both nations to slow down the contemplated construction of three large armored ships. This 
demand was granted with the approval of the Secretary of State of the Reichsmarineamt. Then Haidane 
let the cat out of the bag and asked whether the German Fleet Law was necessary at all? When no 
further assurances could be given here, he departed with the promise that the neutrality agreement 
should be formulated as soon as possible by the politically competent authorities in England. Then 
followed some negotiations between Sir E. Grey and the incompetent German ambassador in London. 
Finally, after a month and a half, England made the impudent demand that the whole fleet bill be 
withdrawn and that Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg remain in office. This was an outright snub and an 
unacceptable interference in German domestic affairs. After the course of another month of back and 
forth, the British Regie 62 rang then declared that it was prepared, under the above conditions, to 
undertake not to attack the German Reich if Britain was not provoked by it. This was now considered 
an impertinence and unworthy of a world-class nation. The British declaration was, moreover, a striking 
proof of England's unreliability and suggested far-reaching conclusions regarding the English mentality. 
A genuine neutrality agreement could only seem reasonable if England made a binding commitment to 
remain neutral in the event of a German continental war that was not provoked by Germany. But it was 
precisely this that Grey rejected, pointing out that France could resent the very word neutral. Thus, this 
policy of understanding advocated by Bethmann Hollweg also ended in a complete fiasco. Great Britain, 
however, once again proved its typical blackmail policy: First make outrageous and takdose demands 
and try to enforce them, and then be prepared to do nothing in return. The British government's 
outrageous response shocked the chancellor and made him realize the error of his ways. But he could not 
muster the strength to resign and give way to more capable people, to the detriment of the empire. 
With regard to the question of guilt in this incident, however, it seems important to me to realize that it 
was not Herr von Tirpitz who was to blame. 

or the fleet question, as the above account proves, triggered England's hostility, but England's behavior 
itself. England did not think of giving up anything that could have prevented her from attacking and 
destroying Germany as a continental power and as a commercial rival. It is a lie' and an outright 
falsification of history when, in order to gloss over the failure of German foreign policy, it is still 
claimed today that Britain would not have taken part in the war and that peace would thus have been 
preserved if we had not stuck to the fleet program. Precisely the opposite was the case. To the 
astonishment of critics of German naval policy, in the last pre-war years, when the fleet had reached a 
serious size, the relationship between the two countries became remarkably good. On the naval 
question, one often hears the charge that Germany refused to come to a firm ratio agreement of both 
naval strengths with England; in particular, the Secretary of State was supposed to have refused to make 
such an agreement. This, too, does not correspond to the historical facts. Even the peaceful chancellor 
had to admit that this wish had never been expressed from the English side, but that during Haldane's 
visit the German Secretary of the Navy had suggested such a limitation without Haidane having acted 
on it. Only later, when Winston Churchill, as first Lord of the Admiralty, had publicly described a ratio 
of the two fleet strengths of 8:5 or 16:10 in the English Parliament as desirable for England, did the 
German Secretary of State of the Reich Naval Office in the committee of the German Reichstag 


immediately declare positively and without clauses his approval of this strength ratio. Again, England 
showed her hucksterism a short time later, saying that British naval units deployed outside European 
waters should not be counted. But even this was accepted with a smirk on the part of Germany. What is 
essential is that, on the basis of this strength ratio, we, for our part, provided unqualified proof that we 
were not willing to strive for any kind of superiority, nor did we want any kind of competition. From 
the German side, we were only willing that the planned Hotten program, which could only serve our 
own defense, was carried out as planned and in no way beyond that. So what is this drivel about a world 
power fleet that has turned the English into our potential enemy? These were nothing but party- 
political phrases intended to throw the German system of government out of the saddle. The fact that 
the same phrases are still used today by the successors of these people does not speak much 

for their intelligence. In reality, England's points of view were quite different and proceeded from 
opposite considerations. In truth, it was a matter of ever-increasing trade, much as it is today, and of the 
competing German merchant fleet. Both were concerned with the destruction sought by England, of 
course under the least risky conditions possible. In 1906, England's merchant fleet was vastly superior to 
Germany's. According to England's wishes, the Hague Conference of that time was to maintain this 
status, if possible, indefinitely. But this would have left Germany defenseless at sea for all time. It was 
only too natural that the Germans should resist such an English presumption with full justification. This 
was then interpreted, completely wrongly and by the hair, propagandistically as preparation for war. In 
the following year, the Law of the Sea Conference took place in London, which primarily dealt with 
the question of maritime trade during a war. Various safeguards for neutral trade were demanded. Of 
course, England had to exercise a certain restraint here for optical reasons and could not openly state its 
true thoughts and intentions in the event of war. The result was that a storm of indignation subsequently 
arose in England. 64 It was openly declared in the House of Lords that the provisions laid down would 
fatally hinder Great Britain in her warfare against a continental power - and this could only mean 
Germany. It was openly spoken of that at the outbreak of war such obligations, unacceptable to 
England, would "fly in tatters into the sea." With such a view, England would have been ripe for the 
military tribunal at Nuremberg. At that time, with its world-dominating press, it could allow itself just 
such a thing without being publicly reprimanded for it. Just imagine that such a statement, declaring 
treaties to be a scrap of paper, would have come from the German side. The world press would have 
gone into overdrive. But since such things never came out of German mouths, such irresponsible 
statements or plans had to be invented. Thus it could not fail that these bills were never ratified. At the 
outbreak of war, England consequently refused to apply these provisions to herself. They went a step 
further and carried out the planned starvation blockade without restraint until the signing of the 
Versailles Treaty of Shame, to which more than 800,000 Germans, mostly women and children, fell 
victim. The world is silent about such obvious war crimes! That Germany's naval armament drove 
England into the war is pure gossip and cannot be substantiated in the least for the reasons mentioned 
above; rather, England assumed that Germany's naval armament would be kept as weak as possible in 
order to be able to achieve the destruction of German trade with all the less risk. When Britain spoke of 
limiting armaments at the Hague Conference, she meant nothing more than to fix the existing 
conditions with respect to German impotence to British power. Such thinking, however, shows the will 
to power and the intention to attack or rape without danger. Just at that time, England had put into 
construction the most modern types of ships, the so-called dreadnoughts, superior to all other nations, 
which practically devalued all battleships and armored cruisers built so far. There never was an arms race 
of Germany, it is a deliberate historical lie! Significant is again a report of the Belgian envoy in Berlin to 
his government, which confidentially openly states what was thought about the true situation: "England 
looks with a bashful eye on the wonderful progress of Germany in the field of industry, trade and 


merchant navy. Accustomed to standing there without rivals, all competition appears to her as an 
encroachment on her rights. In view of the development of the German navy, England feigns concern, 
the correctness of which I consider more than doubtful. It must know that a German attack, even in the 
quite distant future, is actually impossible. On the contrary, Germany has everything to fear.... The 
German fleet is at best strong enough to play a defensive role." Significantly, in 1905, after the British 
threat of war, the German fleet commander responded to the German Kaiser's question regarding the 
readiness of the German fleet: "There is no prospect of success, but one will fight anyway." In 
conclusion, it must be stated that German naval policy, including its carriers, was in no way to blame for 
the outbreak of war. It was a peacekeeping and purely defensive policy. If war came anyway, it was 
directed against the German continental power and perhaps also against the foreign policy of the 
German Empire, which was under universal criticism. Violation of Belgian neutrality? The plan named 
after Count Schlieffen (1833-1913) envisaged a preventive war against France with a strong right wing. 
For this purpose, the Belgian area had to be penetrated. This must have been known to a German 
chancellor responsible for politics, so that he would have had sufficient time and leisure to prepare 
diplomatically for this case. Instead of this, the Freemason Bethmann Hollweg did the most stupid and 
contestable thing that could be done in this case. He thus provided our enemies with propaganda 
material that could hardly be repaired, and this material was then sufficiently used. He declared publicly: 
"Our troops have occupied Luxembourg, perhaps have already entered Belgian territory. This is 
contrary to the dictates of international law. It is true that the French government declared in Brussels 
that it would respect neutrality as long as the enemy respected it. But we knew that France was ready to 
invade. France could wait, we could not. A French incursion into our flank could have been disastrous. 
So we were forced to override the justified protest of the Luxembourg and Belgian governments. The 
injustice I speak openly of doing so we will seek to redress as soon as our military objective is achieved. 
Those who are threatened as we are and are fighting for their utmost must think only of how they will 
get through." Political ineptitude aside, these remarks are not even "frank" and factually correct. If 
Frank 66 reich was ready to attack, and there is no doubt about that, Germany could claim the right of 
putative self-defense. It did not act in violation of international law. On the other hand, the question of 
neutrality was legally open for Belgium on the basis of existing treaties. One must know the following 
In 1818, the great European powers and Prussia had united the two countries of Holland and Belgium 
into one state. In this treaty, which was intended as a bulwark against France, there was an obligation 
that, in the event of war with France, England and Prussia were to be granted the right of occupation of 
some fortresses. But already in 1830 this state collapsed. Then again the Great Powers and Prussia 
founded the independent Belgian state. At the foundation of this state it was determined that Belgium 
would be a neutral state and that it would be granted neutrality, integrity and inviolability of its 
territory. However, before this treaty was signed, the Dutch attacked Belgium, while from the other 
side the French came to the aid of the Belgians. Only Prussia's and England's threats to intervene 
immediately prevented a European war at that time. These events, however, proved that Belgium was 
not even in a position to defend its neutrality against Holland, nor was it willing to do so. The Great 
Powers drew their conclusions from this and amended the previously made but not yet signed treaty 
insofar as they stipulated in Article 7: "Belgium will form an independent and forever neutral state. It 
will be bound to observe the same neutrality against all other States." What matters is that quite 
deliberately the previously agreed integrity and inviolability of Belgian territory was dropped. In order 
to continue to secure the right of passage (right of way), the right of occupation of Belgian fortresses was 
changed to a contractual obligation of the Belgian king. For us Germans, in assessing the situation in 
September 1914, it is essential to realize that the vulnerability of the Belgian territory was timelessly 
established by treaty. It is regrettable that a German Chancellor should have been unaware of these 


historical events. There is a version to the effect that Bethmann Hollweg, with his "open confession" of 
committing and righting wrongs, believed that he was preserving the neutrality of England. If this had 
really been the case, one really has to wonder about this childish diplomatic game towards a world 
power Great Britain, which used to form its policy with more robust methods. But one also recognizes 
the political naiveté of this chancellor, who had failed to realize that Britain had been burning for this 
war for years and had prepared it worldwide militarily and politically with superior leadership. It had 
escaped his notice that England's diplomatic skill had been holding back only in appearance until others 
had stepped on the mine, in order then to be able to come through the minefield and attack all the more 
safely. Already the British Prime Minister, Lord Palmerston, had commented on the Belgian neutrality 
provisions at the time of the foundation of the Belgian state as follows: "I am not inclined to attach 
much importance to such arrangements, for the history of the world shows that when a quarrel arises 
and when a power goes to war, it usually does not take the declarations of neutrality very seriously, and 
when it seems advantageous to it, marches through the neutral territory." The well-known Belgian legal 
scholar Ernst Nys analyzes Belgian neutrality much more clearly: "In reality, Belgium received 
neutrality, but the five powers did not give it at all the guarantee of the integrity and inviolability of its 
territory. 

They had given it these first, and then withdrawn them." It is certain that Britain never entered the war 
because of the German march through Belgium. What Britain really thought about Belgian neutrality is 
clear from a press statement published as early as 1887 by Lord Salisbury, then Prime Minister: 
"Occasional use of the right of way by Belgium is quite different from an unauthorized seizure of 
territory calculated for the long term. Surely England would obtain from Prince Bismarck sufficient and 
adequate guarantees that at the close of the war the Belgian territory would be restored to its former 
condition." This announcement came about when it was rumored at the time that Bismarck wanted to 
attack France. Moreover, von Bethmann Hollweg had explicitly assured the Belgian government by a 
note that Belgium would be restored as an independent state if it behaved peacefully. Otherwise, even 
without the aforementioned fortification treaty, there were sufficient convincing arguments for the 
passage of German troops to claim the right of way. From the German General Staff work on the 
World War it appears that the Chief of the General Staff von Moltke had been fully aware of the 
hostile attitude of Belgium. Moreover, numerous pieces of information had given the certain overall 
impression that France as well as England did not intend to respect Belgian neutrality. 68 That this was 
so is undoubted and is proved by a myriad of documents found in Belgium. But even before the war, 
one could gather from Belgian, French, and English press reports that Belgium was in the camp of the 
"Entente-cordiale." Also, after the Morocco crisis, the statement of old Lord Roberts was known, 
according to which the landing of a British expeditionary corps in Belgium was planned. Apparently, 
people were aware of the huge military landing bridges built by King Leopold II in Zeebrugge for the 
sole purpose of British troop landings. There was never any mention of Belgian neutrality in the press 
reports in England or France. On the other hand, one could repeatedly hear that Europe's fate in the 
coming war would be decided on Belgian soil. In fact, the Belgian fortifications were developed and 
fortified towards the German border, but not towards France. But apart from this knowledge, there was 
the right of putative self-defense. What does the Belgian jurist Rivier say?: "The right of a State to take 
preventive measures in the event of a threatened attack is indisputable. Self-preservation is not limited 
to the means of defense and protection alone, but also makes use of the means of immediate intervention 
and anticipation. The state not only has the right to fight the attacking enemy, but also to forestall the 
impending danger. "France's and Russia's war plans, however, unambiguously envisaged an attack on the 
German Reich from two sides. That we forestalled this plan does not alter the historical truth. As 
mentioned earlier in another chapter, during the Moroccan crisis the landing of a British expeditionary 


force of one hundred thousand men was planned. This was to take place in neutral Denmark, from 
where it could march undisturbed against the Kaiser Wilhelm Canal and Kiel. Again, Great Britain did 
not care about the neutrality of this small country, indeed it demonstratively allowed land maneuvers to 
take place despite the protests. This original plan, however, was very soon dropped, as British and 
French generals considered a landing on the Channel coast in the Calais area more effective and 
expedient. According to British General Grierson, the use of these troops in conjunction with the 
French army was planned offensively against Germany. Consequently, British-French, but also British- 
Belgian general staff meetings took place from 1906 on, which were of course 69 covered by the 
respective political authorities. Thus, after the capture of Brussels, the German army found a large 
number of related documents, such as a 1906 report from Ducarne, the Chief of the Belgian General 
Staff, to his Minister of War. It states that the British military attaché, Barnardiston, had had a series of 
confidential discussions with him, the Belgian Chief of the General Staff, concerning the British 
General Staff's concerns about the political situation and the possibilities of a surprise outbreak of war. 
He had been asked what he thought of the British plan to land a hundred thousand troops if Belgium 
were attacked. He had replied that from a military point of view this was certainly very favorable. But 
such a decision could only be taken by the competent political authority. He therefore felt obliged to 
inform his Minister of War. The British Attache had replied that the British envoy would speak to the 
Belgian Foreign Minister about this. Barnardiston then gave details of the plans for landing English 
troops in the Calais area with the greatest possible speed, details of rail transport to Belgium, possibilities 
of requisitions, and the question of the supreme command. To the question whether Belgium would be 
able to defend its country for ten days, he had replied in the affirmative. As is customary in such 
conversations, Barnardi-ston then pointed out an unconditional confidentiality of this conversation and 
concluded with the untrue security phrase that his government should not be bound. This fixed phrase 
served as a cover-up to the parliament and the public. Thus, as late as August 3, 1914, Sir E. Grey 
asserted that the government was not bound in any way, although for a number of years he had just 
been 

had created. But that is the fate of a democracy which, with its secret diplomacy, is always faced with 
the question, how do I tell my child, namely Parliament and the public. For neither would approve of 
much of what some of their elected government representatives have initiated underhand in the way of 
the inevitable. At another meeting, absolute secrecy, especially with regard to the press, was once again 
emphasized. The report concludes with the remarkable demand of the British military attaché: "There is 
an imperative need for Belgium to keep itself constantly informed of what is going on in the 
neighboring Rhineland." This is nothing less than a military order of espionage against Germany, and 
from a supposedly neutral country at that. Ducarne concludes by reporting that the English 70 Attache 
was very much in the know about military conditions in Germany. Another report states that Ducarne 
learned from the English General Grierson during the autumn maneuvers that instead of 100,000 
soldiers, 16,000 men were now planned for landing on the continent in an even shorter time. In the 
spring of 1912, there is another document from the director of the Belgian Foreign Minister, Count van 
Straaten, which states that the British military attaché, Lieutenant Colonel Bridges, had met with the 
Belgian Chief of Staff, Jungbluth. Content: Everything was ready in England. As already promised, 
160000 men would be sent to the mainland. Thereby the remark was made: If there had been a conflict 
during the Moroccan crisis in 1911, the English government would have landed its troops in Belgium 
without further ado, even if it had not been asked for help. In response to Jungbluth's objection that 
Belgian consent was required for this, the British Attache said coldly and typically English: "He knew 
that, but since Belgium was unable to prevent the Germans from marching through, England would 
have landed troops in any case." England's treaties of friendship have always differed cordially little from 


those of the present Soviets. If the own political situation requires it, marches into foreign territories are 
carried out over the heads of the friends, as again recently in Afghanistan. Then, in Brussels, a lot of 
military manuals were found, which gave detailed information about routes, rivers, strategic points, 
billeting lists, transport and unloading plans of British troops as well as occupation of Belgian fortresses 
and cities. Above each list there was a note: agreed with the British military attaché. There can be no 
doubt, therefore, that the German invasion or march into Belgium was a legitimate German right and 
thus "no injustice was done to Belgium. As is evident from the close Anglo-Belgian military agreements, 
but equally from the Franco-Belgian ones, Belgium could not claim for itself the right of neutrality. It 
had itself abandoned its neutrality. Although the Belgians knew that only the right of passage was 
demanded of the German army, the fanatical, hateful and bitter "Franktireur" fighting, which, like the 
partisan fighting common in the Second World War, was contrary to international law, proved only too 
clearly that a large part of the Belgian population was on the side of our enemies. It had been known 
since 1912 that Belgium had considerably increased its military strength, but it was equally well known 
that it was not for the preservation of 71 its own neutrality. In 1912 the Serbian envoy in Paris wrote to 
his government in Belgrade: "The importance of the Belgian decision (meaning the strengthening of the 
Belgian army) is particularly increased by the fact that Belgium is taking measures which are contrary 
both to its previous policy and especially to the spirit of the Belgian nation, not so much on its own 
initiative as on the advice, almost on the demand, of the British government." On the other hand, it was 
the same British government that spoke of brutal and violent Germany cynically admitting its wrongs 
through Bethmann Hollweg. Lloyd George almost wept tears over poor Belgium, saying in a speech in 
September 1914, "Treaties: they hinder the feet of Germany in her advance; the sword must cut them 
up! Small nations: They hinder Germany's advance, so they must be kicked into the dirt with the 
German boot hoe." The keyword Belgian violation of neutrality 

and the injustice thus allegedly committed by Germany dominated the world press, a keyword supplied 
in addition by the simple-minded German chancellor. The evil word of the breach of the treaty and the 
atrocity propaganda, German soldiers chopped off the hands of small children and cut off the breasts of 
women, created the necessary atmosphere of war and sowed the necessary hatred against Germany, 
which was believed above all by the naive, uncritical and gullible Americans who were far away. 
Already here the psychological readiness of America for entering the war was created and prepared. The 
fact that this impossible atrocity propaganda was officially revoked after the war does not change the 
fact that it had fully achieved its intended effect during the war. In conclusion, only one thing should be 
noted. If England and France had been interested in a serious observance of Belgian neutrality, they 
should not have created the conditions for such a violation in the first place by their military agreements. 
Moreover, it was always open to them to declare that both countries would regard a violation of Belgian 
neutrality as a reason for war. But this could probably not be done well, since eight years of the greatest 
secrecy about the military arrangements with Belgium were intended to create for themselves the glacis 
for the planned Russian-French and British war of aggression to destroy the German Reich. 72 Fatal 
Omissions of the Imperial Government From the study of what has been described so far, it should be 
obvious to any thinking person that the German government was never bellicose or even consciously 
worked toward war. Exactly the opposite was the case. As Bismarck had admonitively left it, German 
policy was to be directed exclusively toward the continued existence of the German Empire. In view of 
our many envious opponents around us, this required a constant and convincing policy of strength under 
these auspices. A constant peaceable yielding and a dodging and postponing of problems, i.e. an ostrich 
policy, could not serve the Reich and had to lead consequently to a policy of weakness and thus serious 
failures. This is all the more incomprehensible since a 43-year period of peace had created all the 
conditions for a prosperous upward development and a blossoming on the broadest levels of our national 


concerns. We were not poor and could certainly afford more than our neighbors. Only we did not do it 
or did it insufficiently. The many know-it-alls, who always advised against something and were never 
for anything, with the Reich Chancellor von Bethmann Hollweg at their head, were aware of 
everything and yet they did nothing. They simply did not want to acknowledge the political and 
military encirclement and did not want to believe in the imminent danger of war. It honors them that 
they were peace-loving and willing to communicate, but it does not absolve them from history of the 
misjudgement of the situation at that time and of the failures that were their fault. They did not want to 
accept that in the face of the recognized readiness for war of our enemies all around, only a policy of 
strength and readiness could provide the necessary security and serve the preservation of peace. They 
thought nothing of the principle that the stronger a country stands, the greater the respect of the enemy 
and thus the greater the chances of peace, which means, conversely, that the appetite of the neighbors 
grows to the extent that a country neglects its armaments. In the military sector, despite! the "constant 
warnings of the Grand Admiral von Tirpitz and the General Staff, it was not possible to achieve joint 
preliminary work for the interaction of the army and navy for the event of war. All three enemy powers 
had a strong navy to which we were hopelessly inferior. A multi-front war prepared by our opponents 
left Dutch, Belgian, and Danish issues unresolved, as well as Baltic and Balkan problems. Thus, at the 
beginning of the war, there was no combined operation of army and navy in the German advance in 
Belgium. Therefore, it is not surprising that the Chancellor and the Secretary of State were more 
surprised and confused than our enemies. The German General Staff knew better than its political 
counterparts when it was said, just don't irritate anyone, and when the version was spread that 
Germany's weakness would preserve the peace, or when the obvious untruth was advocated that the 
German army was adequately equipped for a two-front fight, but vastly superior to the French. As was 
soon to become apparent, just the opposite was the case. General Ludendorff pressed more and more 
each year for the elimination of this grave irresponsible grievance. He introduced the great army bill of 
1913, but was unable to prevent the three army corps which were decisive for the war from being 
cancelled by the War Ministry under political pressure from the softeners and the political 

Left had to be cancelled by the War Ministry. But it was precisely these that we lacked later on the 
Marne and that deprived us of victory over France. The center and left-wing press was taken into 
consideration. In addition, they wanted to save money despite our prosperity. The English knew better: 
"Ships are cheaper than war. Equally disastrous was the economic preparation for the event of war. It 
was known that we had no supplies worth mentioning and were completely dependent on overseas 
supplies. In 1911, representatives of German agriculture called attention to an urgent need to stockpile 
food as an absolutely necessary protective measure. Since there was nothing aggressive in this measure, 
the Chancellor affirmed such measures. But what happened? Special committees were formed. "The 
consultation of experts," as the then Secretary of State von Delbriick later told a committee of inquiry of 
the National Assembly in 1919, "was delayed, however, by the tense international situation, which until 
the end of the winter of 1913/14 did not make it seem expedient to the leaders of foreign policy to 
discuss in a large circle measures that could have been interpreted as preparations for an imminent war. 
It was not until the spring of 1914 that I received authorization from the Reich Chancellor to initiate 
these negotiations." In the same connection, Dr. Meydenbauer, then Ministerial Director, testified: "Of 
particular interest was the attitude of the Foreign Office, which, in the face of concerns expressed by 
other departments, declared its confidence that England would respect the American flag and leave 
unmolested such ships as brought in grain. Participations in American shipping ventures and the 
purchase of American grain in Holland were thought of." Dellbriick and Meydenbauer testified in 
unison that even at the end of July 1914 the German government had allowed itself to be deprived of 
grain supplies lying in Holland and West Germany. These omissions on the part of the Reich Chancellor 


and his people constituted, in fact, a flagrant dereliction of duty. This attitude of the German 
Government toward the German people testifies to a truly childish disposition, and is all the more 
incomprehensible in view of the fact that since 1906 articles have repeatedly appeared in the English 
press to the effect that in the event of a war in which England is also involved, Germany will be able to 
hold out only a short time, since she will cut off all supplies. Sasonow said at a ministerial conference at 
the end of 1913: "In the event of English intervention, Germany would be plunged into social 
catastrophe within six weeks." Everybody knew it, except us, supposedly! But such criminal behavior of 
a German government has to be judged only by a German court or by the German people, never by 
victors. Here it is a question of an obvious guilt of omissions, which must be blamed on the German 
government. Here, however, it is about the investigation of the war guilt, which was awarded to us 
from victors' mouth. The result of the First World War clearly showed that Germany was no match for 
the overwhelming force of the enemy powers. It had to fight with all its might and with unspeakable 
sacrifices to preserve its freedom, its possessions and its survival. This does not alter the fact that such a 
multi-front struggle, which was based on a planned and initiated attack by our enemies from two sides, 
forced Germany to wage this defensive war, which was forced upon her, also offensively at times. This 
had to be done at least on one front temporarily in order to get the back free by destroying one enemy to 
be able to deal with the other one as well. Offensive defensive warfare has not the slightest thing to do 
with a planned war of aggression for the purpose of conquest, as all military experts know. Every 
halfway trained soldier knows that, and this truism should also have gotten around to our politicians. 
But if they still speak today of a German guilt in the war, they should be examined for their state of 
mind, unless they admit to lying on Masonic orders. 75 Propaganda for the Preparation of the War 
Guilt Lie The First World War, in spite of all the admirable interim successes, very clearly 
demonstrated the performance limits of the German armed forces. They prove just as clearly, however, 
that the world conquest plans repeatedly imputed to the Germans were mere products of fantasy. Just as 
before the Second World War, these were invented and propagated for the sole purpose of 
camouflaging their own dishonest plans and blaming them on Germany. It is also significant that such 
deliberate lies of German plans of conquest are always invented by such people or powers that have 
proven themselves to be experts in history and have already divided the world among themselves. These 
are countries which had extended their dreams of domination like England to 40 million square 
kilometers, Russia to 

19 and the USA to 9.5. Already before the war one had warned monotonously with a world-wide 
propaganda before the "German danger" and with Germany's alleged plans of conquest one had tried to 
put the world in fear with. Germany was an overheated boiler that threatened to explode at any time. 
One meant with it our space quantity with the population surplus, which must expand somewhere, but 
despite this realization took away our colonies and separated a sixth of our empire, so that this steam 
boiler had to become inevitably still more explosive. Some logic, at any rate, cannot be drawn from this 
fact. In Europe, apart from Russia and France, there was hardly a country which, depending on the 
whim of its inventors, was not threatened by German annexation. Sometimes it was Denmark, then 
Switzerland, then Belgium again, and so it went round and round. But in particular, fearful little 
England had to constantly reckon with an invasion, carried out by a looting and murdering soldateska. 
Then it was alternately North and South America, which wanted to land millions of Germans in 
Canada, the United States and the most diverse South American states from an island to be conquered 
beforehand, in order to make these countries their own within the framework of a large world empire. 
The fact that Australia and South Africa were then added, depending on the mood, should no longer 
play a role in this lively fantasy. The construction of the Baghdad and Hedjas Railway served "to prepare 
the conquest of India and Egypt". In the memorandum of the Treaty of Versailles, the expansion of the 


German railroad network was chalked up to us as proof of our offensive war plans and thus as a war 
guilt 76. But that this railroad network stopped at our borders and in peacetime served the traffic and 
our economy and in case of war, when our borders were threatened, was supposed to guarantee at the 
same time from the East as well as from the West a quick transport possibility for our troops for defense 
purposes, were facts known even to our enemies. But such facts were not particularly suitable for 
stimulating the imagination of the world public, which could be influenced. The English press has 
experience of the world and knows that nothing is too silly not to be believed by stupid mankind if it is 
repeated often enough. We experience the same today with the Holocaust manipulations. Above lines 
are unfortunately not a gloss, as every reasonable person should think. The lies and preparatory war 
propaganda already far before the war are unfortunately shameful truths. They can be read in many 
magazines and newspapers. I think, however, that those who write and initiate such things should be 
branded as the real war criminals. They are the originators and whippers of the war guilt lie and those 
responsible for the contempt of law and morals, for which the German people had to atone innocently. 
Such morality is reprehensible and deserves to be denounced, because it comes from vengeful victors 
who only want to cover their own crimes with it. The tirades of hatred that the wartime arsonists 
unleashed against the Germans on the other side of the English Channel and on the left bank of the 
Rhine read in part like the filthiest pornography. The war newspaper of the 75th French Regiment, "La 
Voix du 75," No. 3 of March 31, 1915, carries the following poem: "The hour of chastisement 
Germans, we will possess your daughters, When our soldiers, drunk with glory, chase after your 
trembling war servants; When the victory fanfares announce to you the hour of chastisement. Germans, 
we shall possess your daughters! And their flaxen manes Will not drag in the blood; They will cover 
their faces with it When it strikes for you, the hour of chastisement. Germans, we shall possess your 
daughters! For we must avenge the mothers, 77 Whose children you have murdered. Our caresses will 
be painful When it strikes for you, the hour of chastisement. Germans, we will possess your daughters! 
They will keep the memory Of our embraces and our songs; Like Eve naked, they will satisfy our lust 
When it strikes for you, the hour of chastisement. Germans, we will possess your daughters! We will 
choose the innocent, And like in your camps They will delight us half-naked. When it strikes for you, 
the hour of chastisement. 

Germans, we will possess your daughters! For we are full of thirst for revenge; Glory to the old god of 
the Franks: He will bless the boys of France When it strikes for you, the hour of chastisement. Baldric 
The war correspondent Scheuermann in the "Deutsche Tageszeitung" of August 15, 1916: "To the 
interpreters the Sengalese captured in the summer battle have expressed themselves unanimously: They 
had been promised, and officers of the civilized people of the French did so, a white woman as a victory 
prize." In the "Ceuvre" of August 9, 1916, L. Dumond- Wilden writes: "To invade German territory is 
the wish of all our soldiers. They think only of revenge. The desire for revenge is not unworthy of the 
cultured man; it is the natural feeling of the normal, energetic man: A nation of saints who forgive 
wrongs would not have twenty years to live." Look carefully at the dates of these publications. The war 
is at the halfway point, so to speak. The few quotations I bring here are merely intended to characterize 
the state of mind of those leaders who influenced both military and official public life in their countries. 
These utterances are of unparalleled evidential value. They show us clearly that the threats and demands 
reproduced here were incorporated without exception in the disgraceful Versailles Peace Dictate of June 
28, 1919. 78 Right in the early months of World War I, there was agreement on the war objective. The 
"Skotsman" of February 27 .1915 (the war was barely 6 months old): "Prussia must return to the borders 
of 1815. The Rhine Province and Westphalia are to be established as separate states, the Province of 
Saxony is to be returned to the Kingdom of Saxony. Thus the leadership of Prussia in Germany ceases. 
Necessary is the destruction of the German army as after Jena. The Kiel Canal must become neutral." 


According to the "Gazette de Lausanne" of March 8, 1915, the former Prime Minister Charles Dupuy 
wants in an article of the "Perite Gironde": the extension of the French borders to the Rhine and the 
Moselle and the installation of a French prefect in Coblence. In the "Ceuvre" of July 16, 1915, it is 
written: "On the day of the French national holiday, July 14, a seller in Paris offered for sale postcards 
depicting the "division of Germany after the war". Germany was not large here. There was no Prussia 
anymore; Berlin formed a speck in the Kingdom of Poland. There was also no more Saxony; Dresden 
formed an Alsatian sub-prefecture. The Rhine, born in Switzerland, immediately became French and 
flowed out at Ostend. All that remained of Germany was a very small Hanover and a tiny Bavaria. 
Among them, one could see Wilhelm in an iron cage. The salesman was doing brilliant business, but in 
the course of the afternoon it stopped. For ten paces away another was now selling a map of Germany 
on which there was no Germany at all, but where the Kingdom of Poland bordered Belgium and where 
the Rhine was a tributary of the Garonne. Below, in the iron cage, sat not only Wilhelm, but Franz 
Joseph, the Crown Prince, and Ferdinand." On the part of the Entente, of course, one knew already in 
1915 how one wanted to exploit and enslave the Germans economically after the end of the war. In the 
"Action" of August 15, 1915, M. de Waleffe states that "Germany will have to pay the entire costs of 
the war. One will simply add up the debts of all the confederated powers and saddle Germany with 
them. If, for example, France has a war debt of 100 billion, Germany will have to pay the annual 
interest of 5 to 6 billion. The same applies to the other powers of the Union, which results in an annual 
burden of 15 to 20 billion for Germany. But Germany can raise this sum, for her possession of coals 
alone is estimated at 423 billion tons, besides being the transit country for European trade. Its turnover 
in 1912 79 was about 25 billion, and, in spite of the war, will grow to 50 billion in ten years, under the 
supervision and for the benefit of its creditors. These will not exploit the German industrial plants 
themselves, but will only keep their agents there to supervise the work of the Germans and pay off the 
profits each month." "Pall Mall Gazette," July 15-19, 1916: "We must not allow any considerations 
founded on international law to prevent us from demanding the last penny that Germany can pay." Do 
we need any more quotations to make visible the "unconditional hatred" with which the enemy powers 
unrestrainedly gave free rein to their will to destroy Germany? Enough of that! Let's get back into the 
continuation of the historical course. The Bait-The 14 Points of Woodrow Wilson The events of the 
World War were dictated by the will of the Entente Powers to destroy the Reich as the state of the 
Germans. As early as the fall of 1914, the Russian Czar demanded that Germany be dismembered. Four 
weeks after the outbreak of the war, an agreement was reached between the enemy powers which ruled 
out not only any peace of separation but also any peace of understanding. The intention was the 
complete subjugation and defencelessness of the German Reich. Germany fought honorably, stubbornly 
and with amazing success on all fronts. In 1917, even Russia was forced to withdraw from the war. On 
the Western Front, both sides were exhausted and at the end of their tether. The troops released in the 
east were more than made up for by America's entry into the war, whose military weight came to bear 
decisively in the last summer of the war of exhaustion. Again, it was Germany, under attack, that 
offered its hand for 

peace. It invoked the 14 points of the "Program for World Peace" of the American President and 
brother of the "Ocid Fellow" Order Wilson, which, briefly summarized, provided for: 1. Public treaties, 
abolition of secret treaties and secret diplomacy; 2. Absolute freedom of navigation on the high seas both 
in peace and in war; 3. Abolition of as many economic barriers as possible, establishment of equal terms 
of trade between nations; 80 4. Reduction of national armaments to the lowest level compatible with 
internal security; 5. Frank, broad-minded and entirely impartial settlement of colonial claims, taking 
into account the interests of the population concerned; 6. Evacuation of all Russian territory and 
guarantee of Russia's own internal political development; 7. Evacuation and restoration of Belgium; 8. 


Evacuation of French territory and restitution of Alsace-Lorraine; 9. Adjustment of Italy's borders in 
accordance with nationality relations; 10. Autonomy for the peoples of Austria-Hungary; 11. 
Evacuation and restoration of the territories of Romania, Serbia and Montenegro; creation of free access 
to the sea for Serbia; 12. Secured sovereignty for the Turkish parts of the Ottoman Empire, autonomy 
for the other peoples; free passage through the Dardanelles under international guarantee; 13. 
Establishment of a Polish state with free access to the sea; 14. Foundation of the League of Nations. 
These were painful but justifiable conditions for Germany, with which the peace she longed for could 
be negotiated without loss of honor. But there was an outrageous discrepancy between these presumed 
preconditions and the peace treaty dictated to the Weimar Republic 7 months later, which has become 
the starting point of German and European unpleasantness to this day. Landing's Despatch of November 
5, 1918 After Germany had asked for an armistice on the basis of the above 14 Wilsonian points after 
the failure of the German offensives in 1918, the German government received a despatch from the 
American Secretary of State Lansing on November 5, of the same year, which in the German translation 
read as follows: "The President, in the terms of peace set forth in his address to Congress of January 8, 
has declared that the occupied territories must not only not be vacated and liberated, but must be 
restored. The Allied Governments are of opinion that there can be no doubt as to the meaning of these 
conditions. They understand by them that Germany shall pay compensation for all her attacks on 81 
land and sea and in the air, damage done to the civilian population of the Allies and to their property." 
The Secretary of State in the Foreign Office, Freemason Dr. Solf, was responsible for this translation. In 
this American note, one word was crucial, namely "aggression," which means attack, but was 
mistakenly translated as attacks. This fatal mistranslation and thus misinterpretation was of immense 
consequence for the German Reich. The correct translation "attack" should mean nothing else than that 
Germany attacked, ie. intentionally brought about the war. But "attack" was to be understood as a 
different interpretation of this complex of questions. The interpretation of "attack" was far more 
innocuous. It could have been inferred that because of a series of acts of aggression during the course of 
the war, the German government agreed to pay for these damages. The word "attack," however, in its 
entire scope meant nothing more than self-condemnation. To this it must be 

that translation errors can sometimes occur in the Foreign Office. Only in this case, with such an 
important note, this must be ruled out. After all, Dr. Solf was abroad for many years and was an 
absolutely knowledgeable man of the English language. Moreover, such notes are checked most 
carefully in the Chancellor's Office and in the Cabinet. So this must have been a deliberate and 
concerted translation error. At this time, the so-called Red Prince, lodge brother Max von Baden, was 
already Chancellor of the Reich. The emperor had been eliminated, a people's government was already 
in operation and the Social Democratic minister and lodge brother Scheidemann was already ruling 
behind closed doors. It should therefore come as no surprise that here, with a deliberate mistranslation, 
the first attack against the interests of the German people was perpetrated, a lukewarm anticipatory 
voluntary acknowledgment of war guilt by German politicians of the time. This was also expressed very 
clearly on May 13, 1919 in Versailles on the occasion of the announcement of the peace terms. On that 
occasion, the chairman of the German delegation, Count Brockdorff-Rantzau, presented Clemenceau, 
the chairman of the peace conference, with a note referring to the demanded "reparations." Indeed, the 
introductory article stated that "Germany recognizes that she is responsible as the 'author' for all losses 
and all damages suffered by the allied governments and their nationals as a result of the war imposed by 
the aggression of Germany and her allies." Count Brockdorff-Rantzau stated in his note: "Germany has 
assumed the obligation to make reparations on the basis of the note of the American Secretary of State 
of November 5, 1918, irrespective of the question of guilt in the war. The German people, as the allied 
governments had also declared, could not be held responsible for the mistakes of their government. The 


German people had not wanted this war, and in their consciousness it had always been a war of defense. 
Moreover, the German delegates would not be able to attribute to the former German Government 
alone the sole and principal blame for this war." "In Clemenceau's reply note, the meaning of this 
criminal mistake in translation mentioned before and the deception which they had aimed at before the 
public are now fully clearly expressed:" "The German obligation to make reparation, mentioned by 
Brockdorff-Rantzau, can only be understood if it is based on the responsibility of the originator of the 
guilt as the cause. They add that the German people never undertook a war of aggression. Now, 
however, in Secretary of State Lansing's note of November 5, 1918, which they endorsed, it is said that 
from Germany's attack by sea, land, and air the obligation to indemnify arises. The German 
Government, by making no protest whatsoever against the assertion, has acknowledged your well- 
foundedness. Germany has thus tacitly admitted the attack and its responsibility in 1918." In this 
connection it is necessary to know that even in the first days of November 1918, on the part of 
Clemenceau, Lloyd George, Sonnino, and Colonel House, Wilson's representative, possible German 
resistance was anticipated in the formulation of the armistice terms. Therefore, they advised the reining 
in of tempers. It is evident from the minutes of the time that, for example, Marshal Foch replied to the 
British admiral: "Do you want to risk a German rejection of the armistice terms for the sake of some old 
cruiser?" On the same plane is Lloyd George's recorded statement on November 3 to Belgian Foreign 
Minister Hymans: "I think it would be a mistake to put anything in the armistice terms which would 
lead Germany to suppose that we were demanding war indemnity." Colonel House assumed as late as 
November that Germany's representatives would have to be allowed at least 5 seats in the peace 
negotiations. But in the meantime a profound ignominious change had taken place in Germany which 
lacked all tenacity, honorableness, any sense of responsibility for the future of the German people. 
Moreover, one was still too busy with the self-induced so-called achievements of the new democracy 
and let oneself be beguiled by them. The alleged translation error, which was only meant to throw sand 
in the eyes of the public, was in reality only a maneuver and already here revealed the will of the 
responsible politicians to submit unconditionally, which inevitably initiated the so-called catastrophic 
"fulfillment policy ". Already the argumentation of Brockdorff-Rantzau about "the sole and main guilt" 
indicated the readiness for a confession of guilt, or at least for a non-allegiance of the German 
government. The new politicians now representing the republic differed only slightly from the plum- 
soft imperial politicians in terms of "sticking their heads in the sand," compliance, failure to see the 
danger, and cowardly subservience. They did not want to recognize or even admit their own 
incompetence and culpable involvement and, as usual, blamed their own failures on their predecessors. 
This had to be done for the very reason of providing themselves with an alibi for their treacherous 
overthrow. This unopposed acceptance of Lansing's note with the eyewash of the false translation cannot 
be taken seriously enough and means, historically speaking, the unpardonable recognition of Germany's 
sole guilt in the war and thus the initiation of a disastrous development which, after all the lies and 
deceit, had to lead consistently to Hitler and his attempt at renewal. Why, if one was convinced of 
Germany's innocence in the war, did one not reject this fateful note? It could have been clearly stated 
that the term "attack" was inaccurate, since Germany had not been the aggressor and was therefore not 
obliged to make good all the damage caused in the war. This would not at all have meant avoiding the 
settlement of damages, which had to be specified in detail. One could also have offered to open all 
archives and to have the cause of the war clarified by an independent neutral international court. But 
nothing of the sort happened. From the very beginning, one failed to establish a clear legal starting 
position. The German people would not have been so confused by the lies of a Mr. Erzberger, Jew, 
Jesuit and Freemason and other like-minded people, as by the surrender arguments 


that everything would not turn out so badly, that we must first sign and thus show good will, and then 
the reward for our insight would come all by itself: One hoped for the justice of President Wilson, who 
now had to deal with a republican German people that he liked and that had renounced the monarchy 
that was so hated by the opponents. To Count Brockdorff-Rantzau's credit, it must be stated here that 
he tried everything to eliminate the discrimination emanating from Lansing's note. But on May 7, 1919, 
it was too late for that. After once again rejecting Germany's sole guilt, he concluded his remarks: "The 
measure of the guilt of all those involved can only be determined by an impartial investigation, a neutral 
commission before which all the principal figures in the tragedy will have their say, to which all the 
archives will be opened. We have demanded such an inquiry and we repeat that demand." Then an 
exchange of notes developed between Brockdorff-Rantzau and Clemenceau, in which on May 25, 
1919, another attempt was made to correct the error of Solf's translation, on what grounds and with 
what evidence they make Germany's guilt for all the damage and suffering of this war the basis of the 
peace terms. He cannot, therefore, be fobbed off with the remark "that material collected by the Allied 
and Associated Governments by a special commission on the question of responsibility is an internal 
matter for that government." In reply came a memorandum on responsibility for the war, which was so 
obviously cobbled together superficially in a hurry that it seems pointless to detail it here. From the 
evidence alone, it was a thoroughly mendacious piece of work with no intrinsic value and served only to 
fulfill a formality. The falsifications of the Jew and lodge brother Eisner, a leader of the Social 
Democracy who had made himself prime minister in Bavaria in November 1919, also played an 
inglorious role in it. As is known, this Jewish traitor to the people and the country received a well- 
deserved punishment by the bullet of Count Arco. These revelations also play a role in a speech by 
Poincare at the opening of the peace conference, in which it is stated: "There is no question of guilt in 
the war. The situation on this point is perfectly clear. To make matters worse, a German government 
(Eisner) has, after all, openly declared Germany's guilt and proved it with official documents through 
their revelations." In 1920, the Weimar government set up a parliamentary committee of inquiry to 
examine whether, from the files and documents made available by all the departments involved 
documents made available by all the departments involved, any guilt on Germany's part in the outbreak 
of the World War could be proven. These committees included leading political circles and 
representatives of all parties represented in parliament. Among these members were also those party- 
affiliated personalities who would have been glad of any kind of incrimination of the imperial 
government. For them, provable guilt of the monarchy in the war could mean a moral justification of 
the overthrow. But the lie of war guilt is still maintained today, although, to the greatest chagrin of this 
type of investigating committee members, there was not the slightest incriminating material. Neither 
the emperor nor other political personalities, no military man nor even the Grand Admiral von Tirpitz 
could be proven to have been guilty of warmongering or of having caused the outbreak of the war. Even 
the allegation of "militarism" and the "existence of a war party" originating from the SPD had to be 
concluded with a negative result. Despite the complete chain of evidence of the Russian documents and 
the reports of the found Belgian envoys and much more, this infamous lie is maintained until today 
against better knowledge and irresponsibly poisons the soul of our youth in the schools. A German 
government with its self-serving backers is still responsible for this. Moreover, 50 volumes of the 
German Archives prove without any gaps that between 1911 and 1914, under Bismarck and Kaiser 
Wilhelm II, there was exclusively a policy of preserving peace. Bismarck made it virtually his legacy to 
be concerned that the hour of preserving the existence of the German Empire he had created was yet to 
come. He warned his successors urgently that self-assertion within a world hostile to us and thus survival 
could be achieved not with weakness, but only with strength. Preservation and defense of our 
possessions was the basic idea of our far-reaching policy. The following example is one of the most 


reprehensible: The Czech Jew, Freemason and Marxist Kautzky, who was foreign to the country and 
the people and who had previously been granted German citizenship, was appointed Undersecretary of 
State of the Foreign Office by the Left. His only task was to search carefully for incriminating material 
in the archives of the Foreign Office, in order to produce evidence of the guilt of the old wicked regime 
in the war in any case. He, too, found nothing, but knew of the work of the parliamentary committee of 
inquiry, the result of which would be German innocence. 86 Therefore, he hastily wrote a superficially 
cobbled-together paper, picking out his note material as a conscienceless "researcher" foreign to the 
people, which could give rise to misinterpretations, especially if it is taken out of context. He then 
provided this material with ambiguous comments and constructed lying accusations from it. He then 
sold this step to an English publisher for a lot of money. This fact alone is indicative of his mindlessness, 
from which typically spoke the Jewish mentality. Although he was a German official, this writing was 
not published in Germany, no, that would have met with certain difficulties. Also, it would not have 
brought the hoped-for abundant money. Later, the writer "Par-vus", who was none other than the big- 
time pusher and Jew Helphand, said about it in a well-meaning way: one really could not blame old 
Kautzky for having wanted to "earn a lot" once in his life! This was the spirit and content of the 
criminals of November 9, 1918. When Kautzky's writing came out, it caused a great sensation, not only 
among the German public, but especially abroad, to whom it was presented as a new "official" proof of 
the sacrilegious German guilt in the war. The direction was again perfect. There was hardly any 
comment on the official report of the German investigative commission. Kautzky's report had created 
the desired climate in the international press, as it later did in the same way at Nuremberg. The press 
always presumed to have historical knowledge and declared: Of course, Kautzky's book was 
incomparably more valuable as a basis for judgment than the official "Mache" that appeared later. It was 
quite clear to the Allies that the cessation of fighting by the German army as a result of their request for 
an armistice had not yet brought about victory and thus the destruction of the German Reich. Only the 
criminal overthrow on November 9, 1918 by the Germans themselves brought them a little closer to 
their goal. In no case could they accept the new democrats working into their hands as confederates, at 
most as their auxiliaries, who seemed more inclined to accommodate their wishes regarding the 
destruction of Germany's position of great power. The same could be observed in captivity after the lost 
Second World War, when often the so-called resistance fighters used to behave and pretend to be 
friends and confederates of the victors. They had less success with it than such people who openly 
professed National Socialism. They were their enemies anyway. 87 Co-victors, as resistance fighters 
often behaved, were not in demand. The Allies were faced with the problem of dividing the booty and 
setting tributes at an unimaginable level, as well as disempowering a people that had fought honorably 
for four years and performed a centuries-old tradition and function in Europe. This, however, could 
only be justified before the world and also before the German people under the preservation of an 
apparent decency, if Germany declared herself guilty of the outbreak of the war. This declaration was 
supposed to create the alibi and the moral justification for the victors and their inhuman and criminal 
treaties, which, in addition, were called peace treaties. Such a peace treaty could only be imposed on a 
German government that had been found guilty and had acknowledged its guilt. But the fact that a 
number of responsible politicians, together with the press serving them, were prepared to do so, despite 
knowing better about the consequences, makes them guilty for all time before history for their betrayal 
of the German people. The starting point of such sacrilegious action lay in their political activity, already 
carried out under the monarchy, of the international idea, of the believed world brotherhood and of the 
corrosive Marxist ideas. They were not concerned with "Right or wrong, my country," as the 
Englishman has been accustomed to thinking since time immemorial; that was unimportant to them. 
They were used to thinking within the framework of their holy International, their party interests, and 


thus of their own selves. They had brought about the overthrow, they were against the values embodied 
by the old imperial Germany. To them, concepts like fatherland, decency, honor, loyalty, fulfillment of 
duty and self-sacrifice were foreign words. They considered international world brotherhood to be their 
highest aspiration. To them, revolution and circumstance were a matter of faith. A moral justification of 
their actions could only lie in the fact that they accused old Germany of instigating, inciting and 
prolonging the war. They, the secret allies of our later opponents of the war, had supplied them before 
the war with 

the propaganda material for their fight against Germany or had greedily taken up hostile press voices 
directed against Germany and disseminated them in their press organs for the destruction of the military 
power and undermining of the spiritual values of our people. They have contributed substantially to the 
fact that Germany had to pursue a policy of weakness and did not have the necessary fighting strength at 
the decisive moment to be able to defend itself successfully. They are thus partly to blame for the lost 
war. Now that Germany was down, the bourgeois helpers, the so-called progressives, the liberalist 
freethinkers, the Jews and the decadent intelligentsia joined in. They were not quite so crass, they meant 
to act more diplomatically subtle and invented the fuzzy word of the "not-alone-guilt". They wanted to 
compromise and believed that they could build a bridge for the Allies, but the Allies were not willing to 
cross it. They were the same as before the war who pleaded for a peaceful settlement, for concessions 
and yielding, and thus supported the policy of weakness as the last word in wisdom. What is 
incomprehensible and unforgivable, however, is the behavior of the Weimar government of the time, 
which signed and thus recognized such treaties. In doing so, it took upon itself a curse that was bound to 
lead to its downfall. Undoubtedly, there was the possibility of rejecting this dishonorable guilt 
paragraph. We know that even Clemenceau expected such a refusal. The admission of guilt article only 
created the harshness of the content of the Dictate. In case of refusal, the Allies would have been forced 
to ease the conditions as well. The responsibility of accepting these treaties was borne exclusively by the 
German government. From the beginning it lacked the 

lacked the necessary toughness. It was burdened with the ignominious overthrow and, in spite of fine 
words, was nevertheless prepared to fulfill everything that was demanded of it. From Lansing's dispatch 
with its deliberate mistranslation to the signing of the Versailles Treaty of Shame, there was a straight 
path. From the beginning, the Social Democracy was ready to sign the treaty with the admission of 
guilt. The same was true for the Center. The problem was only how to tell the people, my future voters, 
without losing face too much? If the overthrow had already been motivated by the imperial war guilt 
and the war crimes, now that one was sitting in the long-awaited saddle, one had to act more cautiously 
and could no longer allow oneself too many nakednesses. After all, they wanted to get the votes they 
needed in future elections. The catchphrase "not being solely to blame" offered itself as a way out. It was 
possible to juggle this term according to one's whim and convenience. One was also simple-minded 
enough to believe that this was a way of accommodating the victors. It was also remembered that the 
enemy propaganda during the war had always claimed that there was basically nothing against the 
German people, that the real struggle was rather against the imperial monarchy, the autocracy and the 
barbaric, brutal Prussian militarism. In a note to the Peace Commission, the following was emphasized: 
"The German revolution must now be taken into account. The German people were not responsible for 
their rulers, since they had driven them out of power." The, answer of Clemanceau was, as to be 
expected, cynical and remarkable for our illusionists: "This transformation was gratifying, but it could 
not touch the settlement of the war. The German revolution was delayed until the German armies had 
been defeated in the field, until any hope of profiting from a war of conquest had evaporated. Both 
during the whole course of the war, and before the war, the German people and their representatives 
have been in favor of the war. They have voted for the loans, they have subscribed to the war bonds, 


they have obeyed all the orders of their government, however crude it may be. They shared the 
responsibility for their government; they could have overthrown it at the same moment, if they had 
only wanted to. If this policy of the German government had succeeded, the German people would 
have cheered it with as much enthusiasm as they greeted the outbreak of war. The German people 
cannot therefore claim that because, having now lost the war, they have changed their government, it is 
now just that they should be deprived of the consequences of their war actions." In this note, too, the 
Reich government had not mentioned with a single word the rejection of German war guilt! 
Brockdorff-Rantzau undoubtedly had the will and the intention to reject the treaty in this form if his 
proposals were not accepted. When he returned from Paris, he resigned and wrote to the provisional 
president: "I returned from Paris in the confident hope of succeeding with my policy if the German 
people stood behind me and were willing to take upon themselves the grave dangers with which the 
enemies tried to intimidate us. It seems impossible for the government to dare the effort, given the 
mental condition of our sorely tried people. In this situation another man, who has not rejected the 
conditions as strongly as I have, will be better in place." Brockdorff-Rantzau resigned out of genuine 
conviction, the government only for optical reasons, Herr Scheidemann because he had to fear for his 
withered hand. It can hardly be assumed that Brockdorff-Rantzau really meant the mood of the people. 
He recognized, after all, that the Social Democrats and the Center in particular were willing, despite a 
certain theatrical thunder, to sign the treaty even with the sole debt clause. Herr Erzberger made no 
secret at all of his traitorous promotion of the acceptance of all conditions. He considered signing 90 
under all circumstances to be the given and wisest thing to do. His horizon certainly did not extend so 
far that he hereby inevitably made himself complicit in the outbreak of all conflicts still to be expected. 
On July 21, 1919, the cabinet therefore had to resign, some politicians who had previously been too 
committed, like Scheidemann, with one eye laughing and one eye crying. He was replaced by the Social 
Democrat Gustav Bauer. Clemenceau was told, as one of his first official acts, "The National Assembly 
agrees to the signing of the peace treaty." It was coyly added that this did not include recognition that 
the German people were guilty of the war, nor were they prepared to recognize the treaty's section on 
punitive provisions. After Cle-manceau's sharp, definite demand, "One demands unreserved recognition 
of the treaty," the Weimar Assembly then voted again accordingly. Thus the treaty was accepted. Even 
the pithy words of the Bauer cabinet did not get to the heart of the matter, namely the lie of war guilt: 
"An act of violence does not affect the honor of the German people. To defend it outwardly, the 
German people lack any means after the horrible sufferings of the last years. Giving way to 
overwhelming force, and without abandoning its view of the outrageous injustice of the peace terms, 
the Government of the German Reich therefore declares that it is prepared to sign the peace terms 
imposed by the Allied and Associated Governments." The spokesman of German honor, the Social 
Democrat Bauer, had to resign his Reichstag mandate a few years later because of dirty actions. Thus, 
this momentous world-historical document was executed unconditionally and without a clause. After 
all, the supplementary declaration could have provided a basis for a later revision policy. But it lacked in 
every respect the reference to the pivotal point of the Treaty of Shame, namely the lie of war guilt. The 
Consequential Consequence of the War Guilt Lie, a Precondition for Further Treaties Instead of a 
revision policy, there was now a "fulfillment policy" with all its terrible consequences. It was not 
understood that this admission of guilt had laid the foundation for the disenfranchisement of the 
German people. It was not only the draining and plundering of the German people that was decisive, 
but the enforcement of the idea that the allegedly guilty German people was valued as secondary in the 
judgment of the peoples. Here 91 the foundation was laid for the disparagement of the German people. 
The consequent consequences of such a policy of fulfillment and self-degradation could not fail to occur 
and led inevitably to Hitler and the Third Reich. The tendency of the political line of the Weimar 


Republic was now fixed and is expressed most visibly in the opinion of Rathe-nau when he says: "The 
Treaty of Versailles had now been signed. It was now the Germans' duty of honor to "honor" this treaty, 
just as it was the duty of an honorable businessman to honor his signature. This "good will" would bear 
ripe fruit in the course of the years." This ripe fruit came in 1924 with the Dawes Plan, which 
established German tribute payments. The reason the monetary payments and in-kind contributions 
were so high and prohibitive in this plan was because, based on acknowledged guilt, Germany was held 
responsible for the effects and consequences of the war. The basic idea of the plan was that now the 
American world money power took the reparation payments into its own hands and did not want to be 
hindered by possible unrest or even war. Here again was an opportunity for the German government to 
break out of the "front and slave service" planned for decades, if a review of the honor-cutting question 
of guilt had been persistently demanded. Apart from the German Nationalists, it was only the then 
faction of the "National Socialist Freedom Movement" that made a motion to this effect. It requested 
that, before the payments to be made by the German people were determined, the question of guilt and 
responsibility for this war should first be clarified 

by an impartial court of arbitration. This had to be done for the very reason that in the "Memorandum 
of the Experts" Germany's alleged guilt for the war was cited as the yardstick for the burden to be 
imposed for decades to come. It was demanded that this court of arbitration should be composed only of 
personalities from those states that had remained neutral during the war. In practice, this clear and 
purposeful request was swept under the table. What was at stake here was nothing more and nothing 
less than an official reappraisal of the question of war guilt. On the contrary, Marx, Stresemann and 
Luther saw in this treaty a "silver lining on the horizon" and a possible "path leading to freedom. 
Stresemann, since 1923 a member of the lodge "Friedr. d. Grobe", spoke of a clarification of the war 
guilt by a complete publication of the existing file material, of the rejection, known to all, that Germany 
had been the aggressor and of 92 the establishment of an official arbitration court. All these were merely 
fine words, intended only for domestic German use as pacifiers. 

use as tranquilizers. At the same time, an apology was made to the Allies, who were in the habit of 
reprimanding such things, for these words used for internal needs. But the essential thing was omitted, 
namely a clear official statement and a note on the effective, rejection of a war guilt and the sending of 
such an official note. Chancellor Marx's speech must have seemed ridiculous and downright grotesque 
when he said that after the publication of the German historical material he expected the same sincerity 
from the victors regarding the opening of their archives. He meant that the clarification of the question 
of guilt would take place before the "judgment seat of history"! The announced publication of the 
contents of the archives does not mean, in legal and constitutional terms, an official unraveling of the 
question of guilt; on the contrary, it means an evasion of such a decision. The expression "fulfillment 
policy" applies here rightly. Nor is a rejection of Article 321 (Germany's war guilt) on the part of the 
parties an official unrolling of this question. This can only be done by a government. This window- 
dressing also becomes clear from the fine words of the government declaration on the day of the vote on 
the "Dawes" or rather the "World Front Slave Plan," when it says: "The government, however, cannot 
and will not let this momentous moment pass, in which it is taking upon itself heavy obligations 
through the implementation of the Versailles Treaty, without clearly and unambiguously stating its 
position on the war guilt question, which has weighed on the soul of the German people since 1919. 
The statement imposed upon us by the Versailles Treaty, under the pressure of overwhelming force, 
that Germany unleashed this war by an attack, contradicts the facts of history. The Reich Government 
therefore declares that it does not recognize this finding. It is a just demand of the German people to be 
freed from the burden of this false accusation. As long as this has not been done, and as long as any 
member of the community of nations is stamped a criminal against humanity, the true understanding 


and reconciliation between the peoples cannot be completed." Again, very beautiful and true words that 
almost give this government a national predicate. Then comes the last correct sentence: "The Reich 
Government will take occasion to bring this declaration to the attention of foreign governments". But 
the declaration was never brought to the attention of the foreign powers. The German government had 
gone to its knees because of the foreign press campaign. It gave way to strong "pressure" and the threat 
that tolerable terms of interest could be expected only if the Reich government let the war guilt 
question rest. The approval of these Dawes laws meant again an acknowledgment of the war debt by the 
German Reich government, i.e. a shameful acknowledgment in spite of better knowledge. Is it any 
wonder, then, that in this circumstance all the governments of the Weimar Republic had to fail and 
were swept from the window in 1933? The same shameful spectacle was repeated a year later, in 1925, 
with the conclusion of the Locarno Security Pacts, which reached their final and formal conclusion in 
early October. Again, a German declaration was handed over to the foreign ambassadors: "In the 
preceding exchange of notes, the allied governments made the conclusion of a security pact conditional 
upon Germany's entry into the League of Nations. The German Government has not objected to the 
connection of the two problems, but it sees itself thereby confronted with the necessity of returning to a 
point which, in connection with the League of Nations question, it has already raised with the 
Governments represented in the League of Nations Council in the memorandum of September 1924. It 
repeats from this memorandum the statement that the final entry of Germany into the League of 
Nations must not be understood as' recognizing thereby the assertions made in justification of Germany's 
international obligations, which would imply a moral burden on the German people. It believes that the 
public proclamation issued in this spirit on August 29, 1924, by the German Government of the time, 
serves the purpose of understanding and a sincere reconciliation of the peoples and, for its part, expressly 
adopts this proclamation in the desire thereby to establish the condition of mutual respect and internal 
equality which is the prerequisite for the success of the trustful discussion now contemplated." The rally 
referred to here was the government declaration made earlier on the occasion of the Dawes Plan, which, 
as is well known, was not handed over to the foreign governments and was therefore meaningless. The 
above note, too, deliberately beats around the bush and makes no condition whatsoever in the form that 
a signature to the Locano Treaties and an entry into the League of Nations on the part of Germany 
could only take place if War Guilt Article 231 were repealed. Once again, therefore, no clear political 
demand was made, but a submission presented with non-binding phrases was 94 made. The British and 
French had made their agreement to the Locarno Pact conditional on Germany's entry into the League 
of Nations. This was also such a typical method, which one could confidently expect from our 
fulfillment politicians, since one knew very well about their mentality. For the German politicians of 
that time it was not at all about the question of guilt, they only saw in the admission into the League of 
Nations, which flattered them and was controversial, a proof of their political success. This waxy 
declaration was played up by the press of the government and the parties supporting it to the extent that 
the government had now, after a year, made good on its promise to settle the question of guilt. With 
such deceitful measures, one tried to get out of the affair lightly. The response to the German note was 
more than embarrassing for the German government and must be considered an embarrassment. The 
replies given to the Marx Cabinet by the French, Belgian and Italian governments were all curtly 
negative. Here the English note may suffice as an example: "In reply to the statement made at the same 
time by Your Excellency, I have the honor to take note of E. E.'s assurance that the questions raised in it 
do not constitute preconditions to the meeting of the Foreign Ministers. Indeed, these questions have no 
connection with the negotiations on the security pact and have formed no part of the preliminary 
exchange of views The question of Germany's responsibility for the war is not raised by the proposed 
pact and His Majesty's Government cannot see why the German Government has seen fit to raise it at 


this moment. His Majesty's Government must remark that the negotiation of a security pact is not likely 
to change the Treaty of Versailles or its judgment of the past." Again, the German Government had 
solemnly and expressly recognized the Versailles Treaty of Shame with all its articles voluntarily 
indirectly. One could understand the jubilation and approval in London and Paris that this direct 
underpinning of Germany's war guilt had also succeeded. It was with satisfaction that Mr. Streseemann 
was given the honorable lead in the belief that a "national realpolitik for the long term" had been 
initiated, a policy which was bound to make Germany the international object of others, as subsequent 
developments have indeed shown. No matter how formally Mr. Strese-mann might have delivered his 
speech on the question of guilt in Locarno, it had already been devalued by his signature. 95 The chain 
of these events of national dishonor was continued exactly one year later, in the autumn of 1926, on the 
occasion of the negotiations on Germany's entry into the League of Nations. Again, the government 
note of September 12 stated so beautifully that Germany could not enter the League of Nations until 
the war guilt question had been resolved. Nevertheless, two years later it joined the League of Nations 
without this solution. With this obvious dishonesty on the part of the government, the attitude of the 
"Left" was at least more sincere when it took the stand that all preoccupation with the guilt question 
was superfluous and harmful. The treaty had now been accepted. It must now be fulfilled. A discussion 
of this point could only call into question the improvements in our relations that were beginning to take 
shape. This view is similar to the answer to the question: "What do you believe in, do you believe in 
God? Answer: "No, I believe only in the chop that is frying in my pan!" In September 1927, the war 
guilt question was once again addressed by Reich President von Hindenburg on the occasion of the 
dedication 

of the Tannenberg Monument in East Prussia. The Field Marshal General said: "The Tannenberg 
Memorial is primarily dedicated to the memory of those who fell for the liberation of the homeland. 
Their memory, also the honor of my still living comrades oblige me to solemnly declare in this hour and 
at this place: The accusation that Germany is to blame for this greatest of all wars, we, the German 
people in all its strata, unanimously reject. 

reject. It was not envy, hatred or conquest that gave us the weapons. Rather, war was for us the 
ultimate means of self-assertion in the face of a world of enemies, a means that entailed the heaviest 
sacrifices on the part of the entire people. With pure hearts we went forth to defend the fatherland, and 
with pure hands the German people wielded the sword." These words certainly came from an upright 
heart of a proven old soldier who, with Ludendorff's help, had succeeded in the greatest need in 
inflicting a crushing defeat on the Russians who had invaded Germany. I am sure that these manly 
words were agreed upon with the government and perhaps wrested from it. Only these were also only 
words, which meant no political action with regard to the unraveling of the question of guilt. As usual, 
here again, after seven years of peace, anti-German press slander was the only reaction of our former 
enemies, supposedly won as friends! On this occasion, too, the government did not think of using this 
occasion for an official reappraisal of the question of guilt. 96 The same theater was started again ten 
years after the conclusion of peace, on July 28, 1929, as an appeal by the Reich government. It said: 
"Today is a day of mourning. Ten years have passed since in Versailles German peace negotiators were 
forced to put their signatures to a document which meant a bitter disappointment for all friends of law 
and of a true peace. For ten years the treaty weighed heavily on all strata of the German people, on 
intellectual life and economy, on the work of the worker and the peasant. It took tenacious and 
strenuous work and the unanimous unity of all sections of the German people to avert at least the most 
serious effects of the Treaty of Versailles, which threatened the very existence of our fatherland and 
called into question the economic prosperity of all Europe. Germany signed the treaty without 
acknowledging that the German people were the authors of the war. This accusation does not allow our 


people to rest in peace and disturbs the confidence among nations. We know ourselves to be at one with 
all Germans in rejecting the assertion of Germany's sole guilt in the war and in the firm confidence that 
the future belongs to the idea of a true peace which cannot be based on dictates but only on the 
concurring and honest conviction of free and equal peoples." Berlin, July 28, 1929 The Reich President, 
signed von Hindenburg. The Reich Government signed. Miiller, Stresemann, Groener, Curtius, Dr. 
Wirth, Dr. Schatz, Wissel, Dr. Hilferding, Severing, Dietrich, Dr. Guerard, Dr. h. c. Stegerwald. Again 
the same, beautiful words, but no diplomatic action! There was a lack of will and courage. One simply 
shied away from offering the Allies a real paroli. But this was all the more serious for the responsible 
German politicians because they knew the words of Clemenceau, Poinca-res, Lloyd George and others 
who, after the Treaty of Shame had been signed, declared: "Germany could never have been made to 
accept such conditions and demands if she had not been guilty of the war and thus responsible for 
everything that the war had brought. It could not have been derived from the right of the victor alone." 
Here the actual standpoint, "might is right, was brutally put into practice by alleged democrats. Only 
such victor's points of view were always overlooked by the German people, yes, the enemy propaganda 
even manages to make the German people believe in such ways of thinking and behaving as legally valid 
until they, in their simple-mindedness, also believe in them. These are the simple methods to create 
deliberate guilt complexes, so that you 97 ger and on the basis of overthrows in the saddle lifted own 
rulers have an all the easier game in the fulfillment of victor demands and thus the subjugation of the 
nation. It should be the task of responsibly acting politicians and rulers to recognize these experiences 
from history and to draw the necessary consequences for the future if they really want to claim that they 
have adequately represented the interests of the German people and, instead of subjugation, have 
strengthened the will of their own people to assert themselves. This is all the more true in view of the 
fact that, in the case of peoples, a period of exhaustion always makes itself felt after energy-sapping 
wars, which can last longer or shorter, depending on how much energy has been consumed. This is a 
natural process. The only thing a people can demand of its rulers is that they recognize this and not 
allow themselves to be drawn into the maelstrom of this exhaustion. If they do so, they have no credible 
claim before history to have represented the interests of their people in the long term. Only those 
governments can be absolved before history which, unimpressed by general exhaustion and unimpressed 
by the inculcation of a guilt complex propagated by the victors, perceive and manfully represent the 
necessary vital interests of their people entrusted to them with a broad view of the future. Shying away 
from conflicts with the victors should not interfere much with their task, if they want to stand before 
history with the fact that they have committed themselves to the vital rights of their nation in a way 
that is promising for the future. This includes not only economic prosperity, but first and foremost the 
consolidation and expansion of all possible survival opportunities in all areas of human life. 
Submissiveness and good behavior, as history teaches, rarely pay off. Rulers are not measured by their 
fine words, but by their will, their deeds and their successes, not for the moment, but for the future. It is 
up to them to extract from a people what it is worth and what it is capable of achieving for the future. 
But this is not possible without ethical values. This was true then and is still true today. 98 II. 
CHAPTER THE VERSAILLER TREATY The Armistice Negotiations Even the first contacts with 
the Allies foreshadowed what was to come. After the German Armistice Commission, headed by 
Erzberger, a centrist deputy and secretary of state, who was also the leader of the Center Party, had 
arrived at Rethondes on November 8, 1918, Marshal Foch was not yet aware of the upheavals in 
Germany. At 2:05 am. on November 11, Erzberger received a telegram from Berlin containing the 
words "Reich Chancellor" and "Schlub" in immediate succession, so that the Allies thought that the 
new Reich Chancellor was called SchluB. Erzberger, however, had understood correctly and signed the 
armistice document only three hours later, which first of all provided for the delivery of 5,000 


locomotives, 150,000 railroad cars and 5,000 trucks, placed the right of disposal of all roads under the 
control of the Allies and made the Germans responsible only for maintenance. Upon the evacuation of 
the Belgian coast, all riverboats, merchant vessels, tugs and barges were to be handed over immediately 
in perfect condition. The same provisions applied to the Black Sea. The starvation blockade, which had 
now lasted for over four years in violation of international law, was maintained. In addition, German 
merchant ships could continue to be boarded as prises. The Allies were granted the right to make any 
kind of seizure in the territories they occupied. The armistice was limited to 36 days but contained a 
clause on) a possibility of extension. However, when this was requested on December 13 at the request 
of the German Imperial Government, no understanding was shown. On the contrary, another 
oppressive and dangerous clause was added to this agreement, which read as follows: 99 "From this day 
forward, the Supreme Commander of the Allied Forces reserves the right, as an additional guarantee of 
the fulfillment of the treaty, to occupy the neutral zone on the right bank of the Rhine, north of the 
Briik-kenkopf, Cologne, as far as the Dutch frontier, if he deems it necessary." Already here the seeds 
were sown for the Second World War, which again, after the catastrophic outcome for Germany and 
the destruction of Europe by an unreasonable policy of hatred on the part of the victors, is far from over 
and will still show terrible consequences. These will come all the more unexpectedly if one omits to 
enlighten the German people accordingly truthfully about the true connections of the political events 
and their causes, instead of making them impotent and hopelessly insecure for all future. This is a crime 
against the German people that cannot be denounced harshly enough. Or does one want to bring about 
consciously its downfall after a life of milk and honey ? Already at that time the victors committed the 
serious mistake to deny the defeated country the validity of its legal order after the offered armistice, 
even to declare it criminal, although they still had diplomatic relations with each other before as equal 
countries and thus respected each other fully. This method is contrary to international law, inhumane 
and criminal. It never solves future problems, at most temporarily, but carries the seeds of a new 
catastrophe. Decisions on questions of international law of this magnitude can only be made by 
international tribunals specially appointed for this task, which are in a position to conduct documentary 
research 

with the cards revealed and to come to a binding judgment after hearing all parties concerned. Never 
may victors pronounce war guilt sentences 

on the defeated and pass punitive sentences that make a mockery of all international law. To have done 
so to this day, however, makes the victors criminals and urgently needs to be prevented, both for the 
past and for the future. The blame for such failures lies both with the German government and, to a 
greater extent, with the victorious nations, which have always rejected such demands. Today this is not 
even demanded by the German government, which has completely submitted to the victors, even 
welcomed them as liberators. The Essential Provisions of the Treaty On June 28, 1919, the Treaty of 
Shame was signed after the victors had once again ultimatively threatened to take violent measures. 100 
To the credit of the U.S. government, it must be said that both the Treaty of Versailles and the League 
of Nations Pact were rejected in the Senate by 53 votes to 38 because the two-thirds majority was not 
reached. So America never ratified this treaty and did not belong to the League of Nations, although it 
was in line with one of Wilson's ideas. This alone is proof enough of the manipulation of Wilson's 
promised 14 points. The Treaty of Versailles comprises 15 parts with 440 articles. Germany was forced 
to cede valuable and old imperial territories, namely Eupen, Malmedy and Morenet to Belgium, 
Northern Schleswig to Denmark, parts of Silesia and East Prussia, almost all of West Prussia and Posen 
to Poland, and the Hultschiner Landchen to Czechoslovakia. In this context, the cession of the 
Sudetenland decided in the Treaty of St. Germain must also be mentioned. Here the right of self- 
determination of the Sudeten Germans, who had belonged to the Reich for 1000 years within the 


framework of Bohemia and had expressly declared themselves in October 1918 to be part of Austria and 
thus to belong to the German Reich, was trampled underfoot. Their protests were disregarded or 
violently suppressed. The League of Nations placed the Memelland under Lithuanian administration. 
France appropriated Alsace and Lorraine. Danzig and the Saar region were placed under the League of 
Nations. The extensive German colonies, such as German East Africa, German Southwest, Togo, 
Cameroon, and the possessions in the Bismarck Archipelago, and others, were distributed to various 
countries as mandates of the League of Nations, on the impudent grounds that Germany had proved 
herself incapable and unworthy of colonizing. The result of this cession was that by 1922 more than 1 
million Germans had been expelled, about 200,000 foreign and colonial Germans, 120,000 Alsace- 
Lorraine Germans, 500,000 refugees and expellees from West Prussia, Posen and East Upper Silesia, 
100,000 Russian and Baltic Germans. In order to understand the cession of Alsace-Lorraine, it is 
necessary to know that before the First World War in Alsace lived 95,2 °/o, that is 1136056 Germans 
and only 4,8% equal to 56630 French. In Lorraine there were 439066 Germans, that is 74,7% and 
146940 French equal to 25,3 °/o. Both countries were annexed by France without referendum. In 1871, 
out of about 1.5 million Alsace-Lorraine citizens, only 39,560 opted for France, when, in contrast to 
1919, the German Reich government had a referendum held. From these figures and voting results 
alone, one can clearly see the nonsense of the constant French revanchism, which was not justified at all. 
101 All the more astonishing and generous was later Hitler, who had never demanded that France hand 
over these territories, but had expressly renounced them in the interest of peace and genuine 
reconciliation with France. He was the first real European and thus acted in a European way. In his 
Reichstag speech of April 28, 1938, he said: "I have not, as France did in 1870/71, called the cession of 
Alsace-Lorraine unacceptable for the future, but I have only made a distinction between the Saar region 
and the two former Reich lands. And in this attitude of mine there has been no revision, nor will there 
be any revision." Hitler was just not a conqueror, he was an architect and, as in the case of South Tyrol, 
he could thus also make painful renunciations in the interest of Europe. With the separation of the 
Sudetenland, 3.5 million Germans came under foreign rule. The Austrian chancellor Karl Renner said 
almost prophetically in St. Germain on July 15, 1919: "The powers would thereby create a hotbed of 
civil war in the center of Europe, the embers of which could become even more dangerous for the 
whole world and for its social upswing than the constant unrest in the Balkans." How right he was! On 
September 6, 1919, the resolution of the Austrian National Assembly after the signing of the treaty 
reads: "With great bitterness the National Assembly protests against that unfortunately irrevocable 
decision of the Allied and Associated Powers, by which 3.5 million Sudeten Germans are forcibly torn 
away from the Germans of the Alps, with whom they have formed a political and economic unit for 
centuries. By this decision they are deprived of their national freedom and subjected to the foreign 
domination of a people which declares itself their enemy by the same peace treaty. The Austrian 
National Assembly, which has no possibility whatsoever to prevent this violation of the sacred rights of a 
nation, to avert this catastrophe and thus to spare Europe the unrest which will inevitably result from it, 
states before history "that the responsibility for this decision lies with those powers which are now 
carrying it out in defiance of our very serious warning." Truly a document that stamps not Hitler but 
the victors as the culprits of the Second World War. In the territories ceded to Poland there lived 2.2 
million Germans, who were handed over to a "Polish economy" and arbitrariness. According to Polish 
data, more than 500,000 Germans had to leave their homeland of Posen- West Prussia by 1923 as a 
result of expropriation and oppression measures. By 1931, i.e. before the Third Reich came into being, 
this flow of refugees had increased to one million, and by the outbreak of the war the number of 
refugees from the Corridor region and eastern Upper Silesia had risen to 1.5 million. In the summer of 
1939 alone, over 70,000 refugees had to be accommodated in German camps by August 21, 1939. To 


this must be added the many refugees who were not registered and who were accommodated privately. 
In addition, Poland had appropriated over 750000 hectares of private German land by 1939, despite 
occasional weak English and French protests. In 1918, 55% of the land in West Prussia was in private 
German hands and 20.9% in German state ownership. In Posen, 47.8% was private and 10.9% state. 
Conversely, after over |OOyears of German rule (1815-1918), 24.1% of rural land in West Prussia and 
41.3% in the province of Posen belonged to the Poles. Yes, the Poles were able to privately acquire over 
29000 hectares of land at the turn of the century in East Prussia, which had never known closed Polish 
settlements. Indicative of Polish chauvinism is the fact that of the 657 public German minority schools 
still in existence in 1925, only 185 remained by the beginning of the 1938/39 school year, 150 of them 
in Posen-West Prussia and 3 5 in Upper Silesia. Another section of the treaty called for the reduction of 
the German army to 100,000 men. Universal conscription was banned, and the general staff was 
disbanded. All war material had to be surrendered. Hider's speech, quoted later, details the scope and 
numbers. In addition, the entire Hotte, insofar as it did not sink itself, had to be surrendered. The navy 
was limited to a strength of 15000. All heavy weapons such as tanks and artillery were banned, as were 
any aircraft. An Allied occupation of the Rhineland was ordered for 15 years and a demilitarized zone 
was established 50 km east of the Rhine. In these grim hours of German enslavement, one glory of 
German history deserves to be recorded. The German fleet, on whose shield of honor a grim stain had 
fallen on November 3, 1918 as a result of the mutiny of 20000 sailors in Kiel on the ships "Elector, 
Thuringia, Heligoland and Margrave as well as Crown Prince Wilhelm" by refusing obedience, raising 
red flags and forming disgraceful workers! and soldiers' councils, erased this stain on its honor. The 
Hotte had sailed for Scapa Flow under the terms of the armistice and was assembled there for delivery to 
the British. She was under guard of a British guard squadron. 103 By 4:40 a.m. on June 23, 1919, the 
government of Germany had bowed to the dishonorable demands of the Allies. A little later the British 
guard squadron, led by Admiral Freemantle, left its guard posts for gunnery practice on the high seas. 
This fortunate circumstance caused the German Admiral von Reuter to take immediate action. He 
ordered the bottom valves, hatches and torpedo tubes of all ships to be opened in secrecy. Finally, the 
flags, which had been flying proudly until then, were taken down. Benoist-Mechin gives the most 
poignant eyewitness account: "Suddenly there is a deafening noise, the alarm bells ring, the sirens wail, 
and the sailors launch the lifeboats. 

launch the lifeboats. In front of the stunned Englishmen, the admiral's ship "Frederick the Great" 
slowly begins to sink into the tide. At 12:16 p.m., the massive steel hull rears up and sinks. The English 
squadron breaks off its maneuvers and steers back to the roadstead at full steam. But it is too late. The 
cruiser "K6nig Albert", "Kronprinz Wilhelm", "Kaiser Wilhelm", and "Prinzregent Luipold" sink one 
after the other in whirlpools of foam. Then it is the turn of the battle cruisers "Moltke", "Seidlitz", 
"Von der Tann" and the other ships: 5 cruisers, 10 liners, 47 torpedo boats, all in all 70 proud ships. At 5 
p-m. the ocean closes over the last remaining one, the cruiser "Hindenburg". The proud fleet rests on the 
bottom of the 

sea. But this was also at the same time the answer to the readiness of the Reich government for the 
shameful signing of the Treaty of Versailles. I would have liked to see the long faces of the English, who 
instead of inheriting had to take over the burden of the return transports of German naval officers and 
sailors. This time God had really punished England! The joy and satisfaction of the mass of the German 
people was as great then as it was later after the Nuremberg disgraceful verdict, when Reichsmarschall 
Hermann Géring, as the highest-ranking German, escaped the ignominious hanging by his suicide. The 
consequences of this disenfranchisement could not fail to be felt. As early as the summer of 1919, the 
French-financed separatist Dorten proclaimed an independent Rhineland republic, but was driven out. 
The 1919 Spartacus uprising in the Ruhr could be put down with soldiers loyal to the Reich without a 


government order. When the same thing happened again in the Ruhr in the spring of 1920, France felt 
threatened and occupied the Maingau region with Frankfurt, Homburg and Darmstadt. It thus 
practically separates the Rhineland from the Reich and temporarily achieves the goal that was denied to 
the traitor Dorten. 104 On Jan. 11, 1923, France illegally occupies the Ruhr in order to better monitor 
coal deliveries under the obligations of the Treaty of Versailles. The occupation lasted two years. The 
Reich government then calls for passive resistance, which the population also complies with in a big 
way. All means of transportation, mail, electricity and thus heating fail. More than 10,000 Germans are 
arrested, and more than 100, including many women, are executed by the French, including Leo 
Schlageter on May 26, 1923. The strangulation of the Ruhr region causes the German economy to 
collapse. At the end of the inflation triggered by this, 1 dollar was 4.2 trillion marks. Then France lets 
German separatists proclaim the Rhineland republics once again in Aachen and in the Palatinate. Both 
attempts ended with the German population chasing away or killing the traitors. Thus, the unity of the 
Reich was preserved here. Another chapter of the Versailles Treaty of Shame deals with the war costs. 
These were already unreasonable and unfulfillable because at the same time our economy was smashed 
and thus payment from the surplus of an ongoing production was made impossible. We were at the 
same time required to deliver most of the merchant ships and an infinite number of machines and 
factory equipment, to supply large quantities of cattle and coal, although the German people were 
starving and freezing. All German overseas cables had to be surrendered. In addition, all occupation costs 
were to be paid and a bond of 80 billion gold marks. In 1920/21, conferences fixed the war indemnity to 
be paid at 226 billion gold marks, to be paid within 42 years. In case of default, violent measures were 
threatened. Thus it happened that after an alleged delay in payment, Diisseldorf, Duisburg, Mithlheim 
and Oberhausen were occupied in March 1922. All this was done with a French arrogance and brutality 
that differed substantially from our humane World War II occupation of France. They wanted to 
enslave Germany at that time, we wanted to make friends in France in the interests of Europe, although 
it is an essential difference whether such things happen after a war or during one. In July 1922, Allied 
financial control was imposed on Germany. For this one must know the background. Contrary to 
President Wilson's ideas, a peace without victors and vanquished, a peace without compensation, a 
treaty was imposed on the German Reich against all economic reason, which materially could neither 
heal the wounds of the war nor was it suitable to create a recovery and a consolidation of the political 
and economic conditions. On the contrary, the disenfranchisement and disenfranchisement went so far 
that England and France, with their enormous empire, not only reduced Germany's size by about one 
sixth, but also divided all the colonies in German possession among themselves as booty, thus making 
Germany's steam boiler, which was overheated with people, so tightly dimensioned that it was bound to 
explode one day. Moreover, France tried to paralyze the lifeblood of the Reich in addition to the 
enormous extorted reparation payments. The basis of Germany's economic strength was its extensive 
iron ore and coal deposits. France, on the other hand, as an agricultural and international money-lending 
country, had no industrial concentration to the extent that the Americans, English and Germans had. In 
their country, there was a widespread small-scale industry that did not require too much fuel. France 
had large quantities of iron ore, but could not process it itself due to the lack of coal. It therefore 
exported these raw materials like a developing country, so that before the war France had become the 
largest iron ore exporting country in the world. The coal deposits were scarce and also had to be 
transported to the iron processing industry. But this cost time and money and was made unprofitable by 
the fact that several times the amount of coke had to be brought in to process the ores. Conversely, it is 
far cheaper to transport the space-saving ore to the processing metal industry, which for this reason used 
to settle near the coal mines. These considerations were of decisive importance to France's masters of 
iron and steel in setting the peace terms at Versailles. They used French militarism to establish their own 


heavy industry and thus killed two birds with one stone. Germany, struck in its vital nerve, thus had to 
become machdos and degenerate into a harmless second-rate nation. Thus a new French imperialism 
was born, which brutally disregarded foreign property and ruthlessly exploited the natural resources of a 
country that did not belong to it. But all this happened at the expense of Germany, which had to put up 
with its overpopulation in an area that had become smaller and much poorer. According to this plan, the 
exploitation of the Saar mines fell to France and Versailles. Although it had rich ore deposits in the part 
of Lorraine that remained in 1871, France gained most of the German iron ore through the cession of 
Alsace-Lorraine, 75% of which had previously gone to the German market. France was now overfed 
with iron ore. But it needed all the more coal if it wanted to process it itself instead of exporting it as 
before. From this point of view, the blackmailing French policy towards a defenseless Germany, which 
stemmed from further demands of the French steel barons, becomes understandable. While Germany 
obtained only about 15% of the coke for processing the ores previously in its possession from the Saar 
mines, more than two-thirds came from the Ruhr, which, moreover, was accessible from France by a 
well-functioning transport network by road, waterway and rail. The illegal occupation of the Ruhr 
happened exclusively for this reason. France's claim that this was done only to exert pressure on the 
Reich for reparations payments was undoubtedly only pretextual. However, in order to find a final and 
lasting solution to France's business of the century, Napoleon's old Rhine alliance policy was revived. 
That is why the treacherous seperatist movements were launched from France and given sustained 
support. They all failed miserably at that time. The German population of that time demonstrated 
reliable national pride and showed genuine indignation, which seems to have been almost completely 
lost today after the criminal re-education. Certainly, not all of Germany was occupied at that time, so 
this German resistance could find nourishment from a still free part of the fatherland with the 
acquiescence of the German government. This was not possible after the Second World War as a result 
of the total occupation of Germany. In addition to this German resistance, the French policy also failed 
because of the objections of England and America, who saw themselves overreached and rightly feared 
that in this way Germany would fail to pay reparations to them. The result of this French egoistic policy 
was the Dawes Plan and the later Young Plan, in order to arrive at a more manageable settlement of 
Germany's payment obligations. Those familiar with these contexts 

know that in a later phase of events, money men in America looked around for a political force in 
Germany that seemed capable of opposing this French policy. At that time, however, this was the still 
rather weak NSDAP under Adolf Hitler, which was encouraged to take up a front position against 
France's raids. As is well known, an 107 additional fighting effort costs money. This, however, was 
suddenly there and brought the NSDAP 6.5 million votes and 107 seats in the Reichstag in 1930. If the 
NSDAP had only been able to win 2.6% of the vote two years earlier, it had become 18.3% overnight. 
The Treaty of Versailles deprived Germany of another source of income. The rivers Rhine, Danube, 
Elbe, Oder, Memel and the Kaiser Wilhelm Canal were internationalized, which undoubtedly did little 
to promote the international idea. The consequences of all these provisions were chaotic conditions. 
Following the Russian model, the Spartacists and independent socialists tried to achieve Bolshevik 
dictatorships in Germany. This is what happened in Berlin in January 1919, in Saxony in March of the 
same year, and, as mentioned earlier, in the Ruhr area. On April 7, 1919, a soviet republic in Munich 
established its regime of terror with criminal hostage killings. The National Assembly elected in 
Weimar only on February 6, 1919, with Friedrich Ebert as its provisional president, had little capacity to 
act. Only the old national-minded officers and soldiers, as well as parts of the Reichswehr, which was 
still being formed, and rapidly forming 

Freikorps units were able to save the Republic, which they hated, from chaos and ruin. The situation 
was similar on Germany's borders. In the vote in West Prussia provided for in the Versailles Treaty of 


Shame, over 92% voted for Germany on July 11, 1920, and over 97% in East Prussia. In 1919, the Poles 
attempted to forestall the vote in Upper Silesia by means of an uprising. It was beaten up by volunteer 
national-minded German soldiers. To forestall this and to provide assistance to the Poles, in early 1920 
Upper Silesia was occupied by Allied troops, ostensibly to better control the vote. Tolerated by the 
French, the Poles rise again in August of the same year to wrest Upper Silesia with its rich coal deposits 
from the Reich. Despite Polish terror and persecution of the Germans, on March 20, 1921, 60% voted 
for Germany. Thereupon, on 2. 5.1921, Polish insurgents, again tolerated by the French, occupied part 
of the country. This time it was the Ehrhardt Free Corps that drove the Poles out of the country in 
fierce battles. These battles reached their climax with the storming of Annaberg on May 21. Under 
pressure from the Allies, the victorious Freikorps had to vacate Upper Silesia, and in October 1921, in 
violation of international law, the League of Nations, which was under French influence, decided 
against the clear result of the vote that Upper Silesia, one third of the voting area, with its rich coalfields 
was to be ceded to Poland. 108 In the Baltic States, Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia, with strong German 
populations, are declared independent states. Here too, at the request of these countries, volunteer 
German troops and Freikorps must intervene in the fall of 1919 to successfully repel Communist attacks. 
In gratitude to the Allies watching these battles, the German troops then had to evacuate these countries 
on the orders of the Western powers and abandon the population to its fate. A far more dishonorable 
chapter of the Treaty of Versailles was the extradition of so-called war criminals, a presumption of the 
victors that was to be repeated after the Second World War in an even more undignified, even criminal 
form. The Western powers handed over this list in February 1920 with the demand for the extradition 
of all persons indicted. The Leipzig Imperial Court did not allow this to happen. Likewise, the Dutch 
queen refused to extradite Wilhelm IL, who was living in exile in Holland, so that it could not come to 
the shameful and unjust show trials unworthy of cultural nations, as it did later in Nuremberg. But the 
most ignominious article of the Versailles Treaty of Shame was the demand for recognition of 
Germany's sole guilt in Article 231, which reads, "The Allied and Associated Governments declare and 
Germany acknowledges that Germany and her Allies are responsible as authors for all loss and damage 
suffered by the Allied and Associated Governments and their nationals as a result of the war forced upon 
them by the aggression of Germany and her Allies." (This article was the basis for the extradition of the 
alleged "war criminals," military officers and politicians. But it was also the premise for the 
immeasurable reparations payments that mattered to the powerful Lloyd George on behalf of England 
and the hateful Clemenceau on behalf of France. For both powers had to bow to the demand of 
American high finance, which had given enormous sums in the form of loans and war supplies during 
the war, that these must be squeezed out of Germany again. It was an explicit basic condition that the 
debt for the war should be placed on the shoulders of the German people. A double security was thus 
obtained. This had been prepared in the long run throughout the war by British propaganda, under 
whose influence were the representatives of the United States and the entire American press. It was no 
credit to the unsuspecting and ignorant American peace delegation coming to Paris to declare brashly 
and with childish naivete: "They (the United States) are rather 109 of the opinion that the acts (The 
alleged deliberate bringing about of the war by Germany) must be condemned in express terms, and that 
their authors should become the object of the disgust of mankind." To hear this from the mouths of 
American apostles of peace was not only astonishing, but borderline reckless, on the part of America, to 
break the baton over the German people in such a form. This was all the more remarkable because these 
honorable gentlemen forgot that their fathers, out of heedless greed for profit, brutally exterminated an 
entire people like the Indians. Our German brother nation Austria was dictated similarly harsh 
conditions in the Treaty of St. Germain. Austria becomes a republic, the double monarchy is dissolved. 
Hungary becomes an independent state. South Tyrol is ceded to Italy as far as the Brenner Pass, and 


parts of Carinthia and Styria are annexed to the newly founded Yugoslavia. The Sudetenland is annexed 
to the newly founded state of Czechoslovakia. Already on November 12, 1918, the newly assembled 
Austrian National Assembly decides to annex the country to the German Reich. The Allies are outraged 
and forbid this freely chosen wish, as well as the name German Austria. The remaining parts of the Dual 
Monarchy are annexed to the Polish state, re-established by the German government in 1917, which 
had not existed for over 100 years, and to Romania. Romania was enlarged from 137000 to 304000 
square kilometers and grew from 7 million to 17 million population, which was bound to lead to chaos 
as a result of the many ethnic groups. The other allies of Germany from the First World War also had to 
accept cessions of territory, Bulgaria in favor of Romania, Greece, Yugoslavia and Turkey in favor of 
Greece, France, England and Italy. Slovenian troops try to conquer parts of Carinthia and Styria in 
1919/20. Even Klagenfurt is occupied for a short time. Carinthian and Styrian homeland defense units 
defend their homeland with success. Nevertheless, in the peace treaty southern Styria is annexed to 
Yugoslavia without a vote. The vote in Carinthia on 10.10.1920 results in an Austrian majority despite 
the terror of Yugoslav occupation troops and is accepted. After 98% of the votes in North Tyrol on 
April 24, 1921, and 99% in Salzburg in May, were cast in favor of annexation to the German Reich, 
further votes were banned by the "humane" democratic Allies under threat of a starvation blockade. The 
Sudeten German provincial assemblies had already declared themselves part of German Austria in 
October 1918. The Sudetenland is occupied by Czech troops without resistance,' because one hopes for 
peace in vain. During peaceful demonstrations throughout the Sudetenland for the right of self- 
determination, more than 50 Germans are shot by Czechs on March 4, 1919, among them 20 women. 
Despite the unanimous will of the population, the Sudetenland, with 3.5 million Germans, is 
incorporated into the newly formed Czechoslovakia. Italian troops occupy South Tyrol after the 
armistice, which is awarded to Italy without a vote. The almost purely German country is brutally 
Italianized, especially under the fascist regime. German schools are banned. Town and place names are 
renamed Italian, even grave inscriptions are changed. Italian industrial workers and others are brought 
into the country, so that the German population, at 95% in 1918, drops considerably, but always remains 
above 50%. The Treaty of Versailles and the Treaty of St. Germain brought about 7 million Germans 
under foreign rule. Another 4 million had to live outside the former territory of the Reich in Eastern 
and Southern Europe, and almost 7 million Austrians were forbidden to unite with the Reich. 

with the Reich. Thus, about 18 million Germans were forced to live outside the motherland. Truly a 
great deed of so-called apostles of peace! They who did this, creating insurmountable tensions, should in 
truth have been tried before the tribunal in Nuremberg and condemned, if history had but a spark of 
justice. 86,000 square kilometers, almost one-sixth of German land, not counting the extensive German 
colonies, were taken away from the German Reich. Exactly the opposite of the 14 promised Wilsonian 
points was put into practice. The right of self-determination of peoples was mocked, artificial states with 
large ethnic minorities were created and time-honored and grown traditions were destroyed. Vienna, 
the gateway to the Balkans, lost with Hungary about one third of the country and with it its historical 
function. The external circumstances of Versailles The very fact that the main interested parties, whose 
fate was at stake, did not sit at the negotiating table throws a telling light on the recklessness and 
reprehensibility of the responsible statesmen, who were basically gamblers but not statesmen worthy of 
the name. Instead of peace, they created a disastrous disaster, the consequences of which sent Europe 
back to the times of Charlemagne. The main responsible actors deserve to be recorded in history with 
their names, like President Wilson. USA, head of government Clemenceau, France, Lloyd George, 
England, Orlando, Italy and Solonji, Japan. Together with their foreign ministers Pichon, Balfour, 
Sonnino, Neakino and the American Secretary of State Lansing, the "Council of Ten" was formed. For 
the most part, however, only the Council of "Four" met without the Japanese. But even these four were 


so divided that the impression often arose that the victors and the vanquished were sitting together. In 
total, however, the so-called Peace Conference consisted of 32 states with 70 delegates. In addition to 
the states already mentioned, the following were represented: Belgium, Brazil, Yugoslavia, which did 
not even exist before that time and was then called the "Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes". 
Further belonged 

to it: China, Portugal, Romania, Siam, Czecho-Slovakia still in embryonic state, the Hejaz and Greece, 
furthermore were represented with one delegate each: Bolivia, Cuba, Ecuador. Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Uruguay and Liberia. Also delegated to the British Empire were: 
Canada, Australia, South Africa and India, as well as New Zealand. Even worse was the fact that 
Poland, which had just gained its independence from the Germans, did not exist before and was still at 
war with the Soviet Union. If one looks at all these non-spatial powers involved, which had a say here, 
it should not be surprising that today Europe is in this desolate state after Hitler's efforts at order were 
crushed. Not participating in the conference were Switzerland, Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Spain, and 
Russia as a former ally of the victorious nations. This record alone of the states represented, some of 
which did not even exist yet, shows how heterogeneous and uninformed most of the representatives of 
these states were, to whom the reordering of the world, but especially of Europe, was entrusted. From 
the beginning of the conference, there could be no doubt that, contrary to the principle of the 14 Points, 
the political and territorial renewal of Europe, without victors and vanquished, was only a matter of 
breaking up the German Reich and the Austro-Hungarian monarchy. From the outset, there was no 
longer any question of a promised right of self-determination for the peoples. How could this happen if 
the parties involved were not even tolerated at the negotiating table? Not even the main participants 
agreed or were able to agree, because the interests were too different and the haggling dispute over the 
spoils ran into difficulties. Thus, Clemen112 ceau himself had once remarked about his relationship 
with the English prime minister Lloyd George: "There have probably never been two people closer to 
devouring each other in sharp debates." Objects of dispute were, in particular, disarmament, Franco- 
German border demarcation and the division of the Ottoman Empire - the disorder of this area and the 
problem of Israel are still consequences today. Italy fell out with England and France over Central 
Europe, North Africa and the Middle East. This went so far that the Italian Prime Minister Orlando left 
the conference early in protest and later had to be brought back by the American President with a lot of 
persuasion. On December 19, 1919, Wilson also left the conference, angry and disappointed, because of 
his 14 points only disarmament and the League of Nations pact, which was close to his heart, could be 
pushed through, albeit in a much watered-down form. This happened at a time when there were still 
two treaties to be signed. Finally, after Clemenceau had also been voted out of office in France in early 
January 1920, similar to Churchill later after World War II, all issues not yet negotiated had to be 
transferred to a Supreme Allied Council established in London, a conference of ambassadors in Paris, 
and a Reparations Commission, which also had to determine the amount of German payments. As 
shameful as the treaty itself, the Mammon Conference ended ingloriously. Along with the Treaty of 
Versailles, the League of Nations Pact was signed by Germany on June 28, 1918. The Austrians 
followed on 9/19/1919 with the signing of the Treaty of St. Germain, on 11/27/1919 the Bulgarians 
with the Treaty of Neuilly, on 6/4/1920 the Hungarians with the Treaty of Trianon and finally on 
8/11/1920 Turkey with the Treaty of Sevres. The foundations of all future tensions and of a gathering 
storm over Europe were thus cemented. The disorder of the world and especially of Europe left behind 
by the victors of the Second World War does not allow to hope for better! Even the League of Nations, 
a French-influenced enterprise, did not live up to President Wilson's expectations, mainly because war 
was not completely banned as a last resort, arms limitations were not made an absolute obligation, and 
any effective clause to implement the agreed demands was omitted. At Nuremberg we Germans were 


accused of violating the Versailles Treaty. This is nonsensical if only because Hitler had publicly 
denounced it, rightly calling it immoral, and the Allies themselves had broken it in many respects; quite 
apart from the fact that Russia, as judge at Nuremberg, had no right at all to accuse us of a treaty 
violation, since it had never recognized the treaty as legal and had even repudiated it. This treaty had 
previously been violated by the signatories probably a dozen times, in which the non-respect of German 
sovereignty became the rule and the right of self-determination was continuously disregarded. Poland 
unquestioningly violated the Versailles border regulations and annexed parts of East Upper Silesia, 
despite the majority vote in favor of Germany in the referendum. France violated the treaty against all 
international law by occupying the Ruhr towns of Duisburg, Diisseldorf, Mitthlheim, Oberhausen and 
other towns in March 1921. The relocation of the customs border was also a violation of the treaty. In 
addition, there was the total occupation of the Ruhr region in January 1923. Other violations included 
the removal and partition of the German colonies by England and France, although an "impartial 
settlement" of this question had been expressly promised by Wilson. Other treaty violations included 
the annexation of the Memel region by Lithuania without a referendum and the fundamental failure to 
respect the minority rights of the ceded ethnic Germans as guaranteed by the treaty. The subsequent 
placing of Danzig under the responsibility of the Polish Foreign Ministry by the League of Nations 
Council also meant a further unlawful restriction of the sovereignty of this city and thus a violation of 
the Versailles Treaty. The failure to comply with the disarmament pledges was a very decisive breach of 
the Dictate, which was to have particularly disastrous effects. The forced expulsion of more than 1 
million ethnic Germans until 1922, later more and more, also falls under the list of treaty violations, not 
to mention the prohibition of the customs union sought with Austria and the universally desired 
annexation or union of the two brother nations. In all these events, the brutal behavior so readily 
attributed to us Germans, "might is right", was not applied by us, but clearly by the so-called victors and 
moral preachers. Hitler at most applied the principle "might overrules right". They, not we, made these 
breaches of law. It was the victors themselves who, with their undemocratic behavior, did a disservice to 
the young German democrats and stabbed them in the back. They contributed significantly to making 
the democratic idea in Germany untrustworthy. The supposed model democrats suddenly proved to be 
the tyrants and created an international lawlessness. Equally absurd is the violation of the Locarno 
Treaties in the Nuremberg trial, which we have been accused of. It was France, 

which unilaterally violated both the Versailles Treaty and the Locarno Treaties in 1935, when on May 
2 of the same year it concluded with the Soviets the military pact directed against Germany, which was 
ratified by the French Parliament on February 27, 1936, by 353 votes to 164. It was only in response to 
this obvious violation of the Versailles and Locarno Treaties by France that Hitler denounced the 
military clauses of the Versailles Treaty, and with full justification. In this connection it must also be 
said of England that, by concluding the naval treaty with Hitler, she in effect undermined the treaty. 
Voices on the Treaty of Versailles That I am not alone in my judgment of the Treaty of Versailles and 
its consequences may be confirmed by a number of statements made by internationally known people. 
The English Labour Member of Parliament, J. W. Kneeshah, declared at the party conference at 
Scarborough in 1920: "If we had been the defeated people and had had such conditions imposed upon 
us, instead of calmly committing ourselves to them, we would have begun in our schools and homes to 
prepare our children for a war of retaliation, shaking off the intolerable yoke of the conquerors. These 
conditions were not only an assault on Germany, on Austria, and on all other defeated nations, they 
were also an assault on the whole fabric of civilization." (W. Jaksch, "Europe's Road to Potsdam" p. 214) 
The Dutch envoy van Swinderen expresses himself even more astutely to the British diplomat E. 
Howald, he foresaw the causes and thus the culprits of the Second World War: "The peace terms of 
Versailles contain all the seeds of a just and lasting war." (E. Howald of penrith "Theatre of Life" Vol. II 


p. 375) The American President Wilson, on whose armistice terms the Germans had fallen, declared in 
1919: "How, for example, can a power like the United States of America -for I cannot speak for any 
other-retreat 3000 miles across the ocean after the signing of this treaty and report to its people that a 
peace settlement for the world has been established, when it contains elements which cannot be regarded 
as permanent." 115 (E. Viefhaus "The Minority Question and the Making of the Minority Protection 
Treaties at the Paris Conference 1919" p. 139). The then American Secretary of State Robert Lansing 
goes one step further and disqualifies the treaty with the following words: "The victors want to satisfy 
their various desires at the expense of the vanquished and subordinate to their own interest the interest 
of mankind. As European politics is ordered today, it is nothing but the plaything of every greed and 
every intrigue, called only to declare as just what is unjust. We have a peace treaty, but it will not bring 
lasting peace because it is founded only on the shifting sands of everyone's interests." "In this 
judgment," added Lansing, "I am not alone." And the Italian Prime Minister s. F. Nitti in: "The 
Tragedy of Europe and America" pp. 12-14: "In fact, a few days after Lansing had thus expressed 
himself, I was in London, talking with some of the leading men of England. They all agreed that the 
treaty was perverse and unworkable, born of intrigue and devised by avarice, and therefore destined to 
provoke rather than prevent wars." Elsewhere Nitti says: "Never has a serious and lasting peace been 
founded on plunder, the torment and ruin of a defeated great people. And this and nothing else is the 
Versailles Treaty." But as to the laying down of arms by the Germans on the basis of the 14-point 
pledge of the American President Wilson, the English Lord Buckmaster (R. Grenfell "Unconditional 
Hatred2") pronounces: "To induce any nation, however wicked and vile, to lay down arms on the basis 
of certain conditions, and then, when it is defenseless, to impose other conditions upon it, is an act of 
dishonor which can never be extinguished." And the British Foreign Secretary Lloyd George, jointly 
responsible for the contents of the Versailles Treaty, still declares at the London Reparations Conference 
on 3/3/1921: "For the Allies, German responsibility for the war is fundamental. It is the basis on which 
the edifice of the treaty has been erected; and if recognition is refused or abandoned, the treaty is 
destroyed. We wish, therefore, to make it quite clear once and for all that German responsibility for the 
war must be treated by the Allies as finally established." (H. Lutz "Criminal Nation in the Heart of 
Europe?" p. 98). Yet the same man, on the occasion of a 116 lecture at Guid Hall in London on 
7.10.1928, comes to the following conclusion: "The entire documentation which certain persons of our 
Allies have fed us was a lie and a swindle. We decided at Versailles on the basis of forgeries." (H. Lebre 
and H. Coston "The Mystery of the Causes of the Second World War" p. 21). Here the question arises, 
what actually happens if the documents presented for the Nuremberg trial also turned out to be forged, 
with Kempner and co-religionists eagerly assisting? Shortly after the assumption of power, Hitler stated 
very matter-of-factly on 17 May 1933: "The idea of restoring a general international sense of justice has 
been no less destroyed by the Versailles Treaty. For in order to motivate the whole measure of this edict, 
Germany had to be stamped the guilty party. This is a procedure as simple as it is impossible. In the 
future, therefore, the guilt of disputes will always be borne by the defeated (as today, the author); for the 
victor always has the possibility of simply making this determination. This process therefore leads to the 
terrible importance, because it gave at the same time a justification for the transformation of a relation of 
forces existing at the end of the war into a permanent legal form. The victors and the vanquished were 
thus formally made the foundation of an international legal and social order." Today the world is upset 
about the deliberately put into the world lie of the 6 million killed Jews, but at that time it accepted 
unmoved the criminal words of the French Prime Minister Cle-menceau, who had declared 
programmatically that 20 million Germans may die calmly, because these would be too much in the 
world! The Jew Walter Rathenau, former Foreign Minister of the Reich in the Weimar Republic, even 
wrote: "Destroy Germany in the true sense, kill its people and colonize its land with other peoples! It is 


not enough that you carve up the country into small states..... Destroy memory by destroying the 
German people..." Letters to France, February 6, 1920 (cf. Re-read Writings, Vol. 1, pp. 113 ff). The 
Jew Eli Revici, who turns into Eli Ravage (Ravage = devastation) in America, completely lets the "cat 
out of the bag". Ravage publishes in "The Century Magazine" Vo. 115, No. 3, January 1928, an essay 
which contains, among other things, the self-revealing, Jewish essence and Jewish conception of goal: 
"We (Jews) are invaders. We are destroyers. We are subversives. We have taken possession of your 
natural world, your ideals, your destiny, and have played havoc with it. We were the ultimate cause not 
only of the last war but of almost all your wars. We were the originators not only of the Russian but of 
all major revolutions in your history. We have brought disunity and confusion into your personal and 
public life. We are still doing it today, no one can say how long we will continue to do it. Let your eyes 
wander a little into the past to see what all took place. Nineteen hundred years ago you would have been 
an unspoiled, carefree, pagan race. You worshipped numerous gods and goddesses, the spirits of the air, 
the flowing streams, and the vast forests. Without blushing you were proud of the splendor of your 
naked bodies. You carved images of your gods and your human form. You took pleasure in the open 
field battle, the battlefield and the battlefield.... You romped on mountain slopes and valley bottoms in 
the open wide field and came to ponder on the wonders and mysteries of life and laid the foundation of 
natural science and philosophy. You had a noble, sensual, true-to-life culture, unadulterated by the 
quibbles of social consciousness and sentimental questioning about the inequality of people. Who knows 
what great and sublime destiny would have been yours if we had left you to your own devices."... "Of 
course, you have never fully embraced Christian teaching, nor our social doctrine. In your innermost 
heart you are pagans. You have not yet had the strength to reject this. It is taken care that this strength 
will never be granted to you, because Germany is the first country and people doomed to destruction. 
With Germany all other Germanic countries fall. Yes, you old Albion (Britannia) also belong to it. But 
because you were our sword for centuries, you have permission to go down in glory!".... The selection of 
cited quotations, which could be supplemented a hundredfold, may suffice to prove, 

that it was not we Germans who created the causes for the Second World War, but the politicians and 
nations who were responsible for the satanic birth of the Treaty of Versailles. This treaty was not a peace 
treaty. It began with a dishonorable breach of promise and was a potential declaration of war that 
virtually manifested the continuation of war. Since today's time is so fast-moving, our youth no longer 
receives objective history lessons, is fobbed off only with mendacious war guilt theories and with 
submissive Vergangenheitsbewdltigung, I have only recorded the essential provisions with the resulting 
consequences in order to explain the overall situation into which Germany and finally Hitler had been 
forced. Neither slogans and brainwashing produced by the press and the mass media, nor theories of 
guilt constructed by the victors and then carelessly adopted by interested German politicians, can serve a 
sober investigation of the question of war guilt, but only objective and sustained study of the sources. It 
is time that finally the documents of the victors are put on the table. This includes the confiscated 
German documents that have not yet been released, which certainly speak a different language than we 
are being led to believe today. Only exact research can help us here. It would be nice if our children's 
children would find their way back to a normal understanding of history. This is the only way to help a 
people. The internal political situation in Germany before and after Versailles The internal political 
events after the overthrow of November were significantly influenced by the "Council of People's 
Deputies" elected by the soldiers' and workers! councils. At its head were pro-Soviet socialists and 
communists, including Karl Liebknecht, Rosa Luxemburg, Ledebour and other dubious subjects. They 
held huge popular meetings and shaped the outward appearance of political events on the streets. Their 
contacts with Moscow could only be very loose at that time, since Russia itself was still in the midst of 
revolutionary events. As political fate would have it, the political leaders coming out of these ranks, 


while remarkably good orators and demagogues, largely lacked political savvy and energetic leadership 
qualities. Thus, for example, on January 6, 1919, when they had gathered a huge crowd around them in 
the Tiergarten in Berlin, they failed to seize power in an irresistible onslaught, which no one could have 
prevented them from doing. But the leadership of these independent pro-Moscow Socialists and 
Spartacists remained undecided. In collusion with other political groups, they had committed 
themselves to elections, from which, in a complete misjudgment of the situation, they hoped for a 
convincing victory. This misjudgment of the situation quickly brought them their downfall and death. 
Nevertheless, it remains historically astonishing that from these circles the holding, implementation and 
organization of an election could be considered and carried out at all. One must note the dates here. On 
January 19, this election took place. It was an election for the constituent assembly. At the beginning of 
May 1919, Germany had a legal republican government in which the Social Democrat Scheidemann 
was Reich Chancellor. Earlier, on April 20, 1919, the invitation to receive the Versailles peace terms had 
been issued. On May 7, they were presented to the German delegation. At that time, the manly words 
not deeds of Chancellor Scheidemann were still in everyone's ears: "Let me speak without tactical 
considerations. What underlies our efforts: this thick book in which a hundred paragraphs begin: 
Germany renounces, renounces, renounces! this most gruesome and murderous witch hammer, in 
which the confession of one's own unworthiness, 

the consent to merciless dismemberment, the agreement to enslavement and helotism is to be wrung 
from a great people, this book must not become the law book of the future.... Which hand would not 
have to wither, which puts itself and us in the fetters. And at the same time we shall move our hands, 
we shall work, we shall push the slave shifts for the international capital, we shall render services to the 
whole world.... This treaty is unacceptable in the opinion of the government of the Reich. So 
unacceptable that even today I am unable to believe that the earth could bear such a book without the 
cry resounding from millions and millions of throats, from all countries, without distinction of party: 
Away with this murder plan!" ("Tagliche Rundschau" 11. 5.1919) Even if words and deeds trigger 
different consequences, the spirit of such words does not remain without impression on the people. It is 
interesting to recall the first election results from this time of need, which led to the following 
composition of parliament: The Social Democrats with Ebert had The Center under Erzberger The 
German Democrats The German National People's Party The Communists and Spartacists The 
National Liberals Various splinter groups 163 seats, 11500,000 votes 88 seats, 6000000 votes 75 seats, 5 
600,000 votes 42 seats, 3200000 votes 22 seats, 2300000 votes 22 seats, 2 300,000 votes 9 seats, 800000 
votes Together 421 seats, 31700000 votes 120 To be sure, this result disappointed the Social Democrats, 
who had hoped for an absolute majority. But still, in retrospect, this election result must be considered 
amazing, almost a miracle. Above all, the workers' and soldiers' councils, which dominated the streets 
and the public image, and their communist backers had received a crushing defeat; not even the 5 % 
share of the vote had been achieved. But the result also clearly shows that the national element was not 
able to assert itself in any way. In order to understand the astonishing nature of this election result today, 
one must put oneself in the situation at that time. The hunger blockade of the Allies, which at that time 
was still killing thousands of people, mostly women and children, was still being carried out. Almost the 
entire population suffered from nutritional deficiencies, similar to what happened to the prisoners and 
internees after the Second World War. These starvation symptoms had a particular effect on children, 
who developed scrofulous diseases, that is, tuberculous bone diseases. At that time this disease was called 
"the English disease" from the causative agent. This was also a kind of war crime committed by the 
English and had an extremely damaging effect on the reputation of this nation for a long time to come. 
The evil word "God punish England" has not yet been extinguished to this day, although today one 
would almost have to feel sorry for England in its desolate state. The situation is characterized by a 


catastrophic economic situation with more than 1 million unemployed, further blockade, extreme 
shortage of food, destructive goods and passenger traffic and a continuing embargo on imports and 
exports. At the end of April, the Supreme Allied Council had for the first time approved 29 million gold 
marks, payable in advance, for food imports from neutral countries. It was not until October 1919 that a 
new gold export was allowed in exchange for 74,875 tons of food from the Scandinavian countries and 
130,000 tons of wheat from Argentina, for which the Reich government had to fork out more than a 
billion gold marks in advance in order to receive the goods drop by drop. At the same time, the national 
debt of the Reich had risen from 5 to 96 billion gold marks from the beginning of the war to the 
armistice, the floating debt from 1/2 to 49 billion, the banknote circulation from 5.5 to 49 billion. After 
the conclusion of the Versailles Treaty of Shame, currency in circulation rose steadily, and with it 
inflation. In January 1919, 34 billion notes were in circulation, and in January 1920, 51 billion. The 
dollar was already at 84 DM in March 1920. In practice, the war continued, only transferred to another 
level. Churchill was already right when he later on 27.2.1944 told Stalin 121: "I consider this war (1939- 
1945) against a German attack all and all as a 30-year war from 1914 on." Today we can only hope that 
in the present desolate situation of Europe after the Second World War it will not expand into a 70- 
year war. Domestically, too, there were unmistakable serious dangers that could jeopardize the existence 
of the Republic. Despite the catastrophic electoral defeat, Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg with 
their militant communist following were serious dangers. It is not without a certain piquancy that these 
pro-Soviet forces grew a mortal danger in the majority Socialist and Commissioner for National 
Defense Noske. Noske was an intelligent autodidact, a lumberjack by profession and not troubled by 
any scruples. He described himself as the "necessary bloodhound and executioner" after assuming this 
post in this civil war-like situation. Without any scruples of conscience he let all communist attempts of 
overthrow in Berlin, Dresden, Leipzig, Munich etc. be shot to pieces, whereby, however, the complete 
inability, indecisiveness and the lack of political insight of the communist leaders facilitated him. All 
these attempts at overthrow failed miserably. After all this unrest and the progressive impoverishment of 
the economic situation following the signing of the Versailles Treaty of Shame, on June 6, 1920, the 
German people, at the renewed 

Reichstag elections, the German people gave the parties responsible for this the answer they deserved. It 
received in votes: Votes less than in 1919 more than in 1919 the Social Democrats 5900000 5600000 
The Center, this time together with the Bavarian People's Party 5700000 300000 The Democrats 
2200000 3400000 Communists and Spartacists 5000000 2700000 Conservatives 3700000 500000 
Ethnicists 3600000 1300000 This election result should make people sit up and take notice. It already 
indicated the beginning of a development in which public opinion, as a result of dissatisfaction with the 
economic situation created by the Treaty of Shame, turned more and more to either the far left or the 
right political parties. This development cannot be blamed on our German politicians alone, but our 
vengeful democratic victors, who had ultimately sown the seeds in Versailles for developments that 
were already apparent here, were directly responsible for it. The Weimar Republic, as a child of the lost 
world war, had to fail because its emergence began with a betrayal, i.e. it took on the mortgage of the 
Versailles Treaty through its own fault and perished as a result. It was not loved by the mass of the 
German people any more than today's Federal Republic or the German Democratic Republic. In both 
cases, they were solutions imposed by the victors, which can never endure before history, at most 
temporarily. The republic had to fail because it could not cope with the problems at hand and those 
coming its way. It also lacked strong personalities who could convince the people. It failed to interpret 
the signs of the times correctly. The people's plight could not be mastered with ideas alien to the people, 
with the decay of morals and customs, with unrestrained egoism and class-struggle ideas. One exhausted 
oneself in opposition to the other. Inherited values disintegrated; there was no thought of standing 


together to act for a common fatherland. If the Weimar Republic sank into agony just 12 years after the 
end of the Empire, the Treaty of Versailles was certainly not solely to blame. Chancellor Briining's 
subsequent assertions certainly do not stand up to historical scrutiny when he claims "that at that time, 
100 meters from the finish line, unemployment was on the wane, the economy was on the upswing, and 
the foreign policy situation had also improved." Even the highway plans had been ready to hand in the 
drawer. Hitler had basically only profited from them. The truth was much different. Why then, after 
the fall of Reich Chancellor Miller on March 27, 1930, did the SPD "flee into the opposition" after 
having so thirstily assumed government responsibility in November 1918? The politicians knew very 
well that the Reich was on the verge of bankruptcy. An unmistakable sign was the fact that the civil 
servants' salaries, which had already been cut by emergency decree, could only be paid out in 
installments. They had to take out short-term bridging loans. These were undoubtedly alarm signals. At 
the same level was the reduction of civil servants and early retirement in order to be able to save at least 
the difference between full salary and pension. Such measures of small steps were nothing other than a 
scandalous waste of taxpayers’ money. The Brueningian "citizen tax" was nothing other than a levy of 
the bounty, as is done among underdeveloped peoples. There is no doubt about it: the Weimar Republic 
was economically at the end of its tether, and in terms of foreign policy, after the failure of the customs 
union with Austria, at the objection of France, it was only an object of international diplomacy. It is no 
credit to the SPD that it took 36 years to be allowed to govern for an initial three years and then, after 
this learning process, to be allowed to serve as chancellor again. At that time, the train had sailed for the 
democrats. The election of the Reich president in the spring of 1932 is significant here. 7 years earlier, 
Mr. Briining of the Center Party had fought Hindenburg because he was too old. Now he was 85 years 
old. That did not prevent him from now, for the sake of the political game, against all reason, logic, 
morality and integrity of character, to cynically declare after an election meeting in 

Stettin: "I had to win over the population listening there in poverty and distress for their vote for 
Hindenburg, although I knew that Hindenburg would turn against them after the election." The truth 
was that no government could cope any longer with the four problems besetting it. First, there were the 
crippling effects of the Great Depression brought on by "Black Friday" in October 1929. Then the 
government came under increasing pressure from the Moscow Communists and, from the other side, 
from the National Socialists and right-wingers. Added to this was the pathological chauvinism of the 
victorious powers. After 12 Reich chancellors and 20 governments had failed, the NSDAP received 230 
mandates on July 31, 1932, but then rebounded to 196 mandates in a new election on November 6, 
1932. On November 19, the Center offered to cooperate with Hitler. However, Hitler rejected the offer 
and stuck unswervingly to the all-or-nothing demand. After Briining, the aristocrat von Papen tried 
again with his "Cabinet of Barons". On November 17, he too threw in the towel, only to return for one 
more day on December 1. He was succeeded by the controversial General von Schleicher, who failed, 
however, because Hindenburg did not approve of a military dictatorship. Despite Hindenburg's 
misgivings about the "Bohemian corporal," Hitler was then appointed Reich Chancellor at about 11 
a.m. on Jan. 30, 33, on the advice of his son Oskar, Meissner and Oldenburg-Januschau. Hitler was 
appointed democratically and had his appointment confirmed democratically by an election. The 
election results in the Reichstag election on 5 March 1933 in relation to the election on 6.11. 1932 were 
as follows: 124 mandates Percentage results 6.11. 32 on 5. 3. 33 Gain Loss 5. on 3.1933 1. NSDAP 
(Hitler) 2. DNVP (Deutschnationale 196 288 + 92 44.5 Volkspartei) 54 53 - 1 8.3 3. Center 70 73 + 3 
11.3 4. Bavarian People's Party 19 19 + 0 2.9 5. German People's Party 6. German Democratic 11 2 - 9 
0.3 Party (state party) 7. Christian Social 2 5 + 3 0.5 People's Service 5 4 - 1 0.6 8. Economic Party 2 0 - 
2 0.0 9. German Peasants! Party 10. German Hanoverian 3 2. - 1 0.3 Party 11. Social Democratic 1 - 1 
0.0 Party (SPD) 121 120 - 1 18.5 12. Communists (KPD) 100 81 - 19 12.5 Total result 647 100.0 


Mandates of governing parties 1 and 2 341 52.8 Mandates of opposition 5-11 255 34.7 unrecognized 
mandates of Communists (DKP) 81 12.5 Subtotal 1-11 Recognized mandates 566 87, 5 The astonishing 
result of this election was that although Hitler was able to improve his share of the vote by 50 °/o and, 
with Hugenberg's votes, the DNVP had an absolute majority in the Reichstag, he had not succeeded in 
making a decisive dent in the votes of his opponents. The opposition lost just under 8.4 %. If one takes a 
closer look at this result, all the preconditions for a strong opposition were certainly in place for mature 
democrats. Here, the preconditions for a legal resistance were just about excellently given, if the 
democratic leadership had been aware of its task and had really fought instead of capitulating. After the 
war, the National Socialists were persecuted, but the 125 democratic leaders of the time were not called 
to account for their failure. What is the use of occasionally draping the exaggerated halo of "resistance" 
around some of them, when the same politicians failed in the performance of their very own task? It 
would be fair to take a closer look at these democrats who, despite their democratic convictions, were 
responsible for initiating the coming development and thus played a decisive role in causing it. This is 
where their resistance would have been in place. All later invented or only marginally underground 
resistances do not seem very convincing and seem to me to be more or less an after-the-fact excuse for 
timely omissions. Hitler, in view of the catastrophic situation, demanded the approval of an "Enabling 
Act" in order to get a grip on the solution of the most urgent problems. This was a similar method to 
that previously used by the Democrats with their emergency decrees. The authorization was limited to 
four years. This is very important. For even if approval seemed justifiable to a democrat in view of the 
Reich's plight, it was certainly possible to revise it after four years in the event of abuse. But this, too, 
was missed. Hitler received 441 yes votes out of 566 eligible voters in the Reichstag vote. That was 
77.9%, more than the required 2/3 majority. 100 members of the bourgeois center had voted for the 
Enabling Act, essentially only the SPD was against it. In view of the catastrophic economic situation, the 
center had already decided on an unconditional "yes" before the meeting. Prelate Kaas spoke of a law of 
the Fihrer's preserving, building up and saving deed. Nor should the speech by SPD deputy Otto Wels, 
now considered "courageous," in rejecting the Enabling Act, obscure the fact that he nevertheless failed 
to win over wavering deputies to his "no" vote. Nevertheless 

the SPD voted in favor of Hitler's foreign policy on May 17. They, too, had rediscovered their national 
heart after 14 years of breaking the law and humiliating the victors. Even Pastor Niemdller sent Hitler a 
congratulatory telegram when Stresemann's begged entry into the League of Nations was reversed. The 
people, like many leading democrats, were seized by the long-suppressed national wave, "either equal 
rights for all or you can pin your League of Nations on your hat." Earlier, Potsdam Day had revealed a 
new style in broad circles and created a new attitude toward life. On the first of May, more than a 
million 126 workers had streamed onto the Tempelhoferfeld and regained their footing, a unique event 
that astonished even the hesitant. What democrats had been unable to do for years, Hitler succeeded in 
doing at the drop of a hat. The Concordat with the Vatican was signed, giving Hitler an invaluable 
boost on the international stage. At the exhibition of the "Holy Rock" in Trier, the SA was seen as a 
steward. The papal nuncio Eugenio Pacelli, beaming with joy, squeezed Hitler's hand: "I did not 
understand you for a long time. But I have long striven to do so. Today I understand you." All these 
events contributed to the fact that large parts of the population left their parties and turned to National 
Socialism. Also, no one held them. The leading democrats became uncertain, kept silent or entertained 
the idea of emigrating. In any case, there was no resistance anywhere in this decisive period. More or less 
22 million voters were abandoned. One capitulated. First of all, the German National People's Party 
voluntarily dissolved itself, so that Hitler was left with the parliamentary majority alone. The SPD, 
however, disappeared more involuntarily after Otto Wels' "courageous" declaration of war. The self- 
dissolution of the bourgeois parties remains incomprehensible. They did not fulfill their historical task of 


becoming a rallying point for the dissatisfied and opponents of the regime. It was incomprehensible that 
the center and especially the state party, which could still enjoy a special vote of confidence from the 
voters on the basis of the last election. They capitulated, as Theodor HeuB still called it on July 15, 1933, 
"in lackluster resignation. They thus disempowered themselves and gave their members and supporters 
to understand that they would loyally cooperate with the new state. In this way, and no other, 
democracy was laid to rest. 127 II CHAPTER THE GERMAN REVOLUTION The ITI Reich It 
cannot be the content of this book to treat in detail the genesis, form, content and spirit of the National 
Socialist DI. Reich in detail. The subject of this book is the causes of both world wars, which led to the 
war events and their consequences, which were disastrous for Europe and the world. Here it is necessary 
to clarify the causes and the questions of guilt. Only in this respect does it seem necessary to me to go 
into detail about the political, economic and intellectual problems out of which the tensions and 
controversial views could arise. Undeniably, the Weimar Republic, beginning with the year 1930, was 
at the end of its Latin. This was undoubtedly reflected in the growth of the hitherto disregarded 
NSDAP (National Socialist German Workers' Party). In the Reichstag elections on May 20, 1928, the 
NSDAP had received only 2.6 percent of the votes cast - a total of only 8,100,000 votes - but 2.4 years 
later, on September 14, 1930, it amazingly received 640,700,000 votes, or 18.3 percent of all votes cast. 
In the Reichstag, instead of 12, there were now 107 deputies who had been elected quite normally and 
legally. It is noteworthy that during this period the number of registered unemployed had grown from 
269443 to 1061570, and a clear discontent arose. In July 1932, it was almost 13.8 million votes and 7.3% 
with about 5.4 million unemployed. Government was now based only on minority cabinets and 
emergency decrees, since there were no longer any viable government majorities. The Communists 
increased their numbers to the same extent, so that the country was almost in a state of civil war. For 
many, the only anxious question was whether Hitler or Moscow would win the race. Until now, the 
NSDAP had essentially fought its battle with the pennies of its unemployed, with the unheard-of 
willingness of its idealists to make sacrifices. Elections, however, cost a lot of money, especially when 
they accumulate on 128 the basis of the unstable situation. But in those days people were more modest, 
so that such elections did not cost as much money as they do today. Then, as now, there were of course 
groups and associations that participated financially in their own interests. This is nothing unusual in a 
democracy. That a large part of industry, especially heavy industry with its considerable concerns, 
began to take an interest in Hitler should not come as a surprise after 1930. The economic depression 
with the rising unemployment rate increasingly worried industry as well as the German worker. Even 
today, economists are of the opinion that when unemployment in democracies reaches or even exceeds 
the 5% mark, social unrest is the result. As of 1930, this limit had already been exceeded. Triggered by 
the stock market crash in New York, there was also a myriad of bankruptcies and widespread economic 
collapses in Germany, which ultimately caused the unemployment figure to swell to over 7 million. 
Industry rightly accused the government of being incapable of solving the country's economic problems 
and thus its bitter hardship, while also fueling inflation. After the Second World War, the Nuremberg 
Military Tribunal, set up by the victors, constructed a novelty in history, accusing the election of Hitler 
and his party, which had taken place completely legally, of a conspiracy that had been planned and 
prepared since 1921, and which had deliberately decided and unleashed a war of aggression from the 
very beginning, in violation of all international treaties. This nonsense is already refuted by the facts that 
first of all the power for it and the government responsibility must be fought for. It is downright 
ridiculous to assume that Hitler and his comrades-in-arms were able to foresee or even plan for this in 
1921, unless they had occult abilities. On the other hand, this conspiracy would have had to have been 
overwhelming if it were possible that almost the entire German people would have participated in it 
later. Today one often hears the thesis that Hitler would never have had his success if German industry 


had not helped him. As far as the electoral assistance of German industry is concerned, little has changed 
then or now. Only at that time, with the help of international banks such as those of Morgan and 
Rockefeiler, German industry had set up a so-called support fund from which, under the supervision of 
the banker Schréder, support was granted to such distressed companies that had paid their regular 
contributions, especially after the inflation. But where did these certainly not insignificant amounts 
come from? Certainly not from the contributions of the distressed companies. They clearly came from 
British and American banks, whereby, to name just two examples, the New York Bank Dillon helped 
out the German Vereinigte Stahlwerke, or they flowed from the British trust "Imperial Chemical 
Industries," which subsidized IG-Farben, and which divided up the world explosives market among 
themselves. So English pounds and American dollars flowed blithely through this official channel. So, if 
Hitler got something out of it, it was only because it was hoped that he would eliminate unemployment 
and give a reasonable boost to the economy. In this context, it is worthwhile to consider the theory that 
if this was really the case - and there can hardly be any doubt about this - these foreign financiers, and in 
terms of rank and name very important financiers, would have been guilty of aiding and abetting the 
conspiracy according to the Nuremberg version and would also have belonged in the dock at 
Nuremberg. Perhaps even certain Jews would have had to sit in judgment! But then surely the 
American and English judges would have had to be recalled and thus this so-called war crimes trial 
could not have taken place at all. For the Soviets then the same would have applied, because they 
belonged to the same "alleged criminal gang", which had invaded Poland and had divided this country 
with Hitler. In addition, the Soviets had an exercise ahead of us, since they had previously held a dress 
rehearsal in Finland. England and France had aided and abetted the Munich Agreement, and England, as 
an accomplice of the "gang of criminals", had concluded the Naval Treaty and was guilty of a breach of 
the Versailles Treaty. But all these are amusing, but unrealistic, games of thought. As a historical fact, 
however, it is certain that Hitler and his party were legally charged with forming a government by 
Reich President von Hindenburg on January 30, 1933. There was no other possibility in these civil war- 
like conditions, unless the Communists and thus the Soviets had been given power. And it is even more 
astonishing that the new masters again quite legally and democratically still had 

had this election expressly confirmed by the people. This took place on March 5, 1933. Hitler and Herr 
von Papen were clearly victorious. The NSDAP received 288 seats with 17,265,000 votes, and the 
German National Party, which had formed a coalition with him, received 52 deputies. Thus, the 
government had 340 seats out of 647, ie., had a surplus of 16 mandates. No one can deny that this was a 
perfectly legal democratic process. 130 Not even our first Federal Republic President Theodor HeuB 
could doubt that. Was he also one of the conspirators, for example, because he had already written in 
1932 in "Hitlers Weg" (p. 5): "And no one can deny the recognition of the undauntedness of the man 
(Hitler) who, leaving the fortress behind, carefully, tenaciously, consciously undertook and knew how 
to join a new vessel from the broken pieces." HeuB goes on to say on page 169: "Of course, one would 
not do full justice to Hitler's achievement if one wanted to see in him only the great, tireless organizer. 
He also set souls in motion and bound to his appearance an enthusiasm ready for sacrifice and devotion. 
The ethos of the National Socialist movement, and this is perhaps its soul-strengthening achievement, 
lies in the fact that it has been able to transcend class and status distinctions, occupational and 
educational antagonisms in its great rhythm, more so than most other parties!" The German Revolution 
in Comparison with the English and French That which moved the youth, especially at that time, to 
turn to National Socialism is described by Hans Grimm in his "Archbischofschrift" in apt words: "I 
would say that the young National Socialism was much more an internal political than an external 
political movement. It could more correctly be called a political, a moral movement, which, under the 
motto 'common good comes before self-interest,' tried, even unconsciously, to make a German 


Reformation out of Luther's completed Reformation." A new attitude towards life was to replace the 
previous attitude of isolation: the struggle of all against all, work merely as a means of sustaining life, the 
enjoyment of the individual without regard for the whole. On the way over brotherhood and mutual 
obligation of the people comrades the human obligation for this earth should finally succeed. The 
movement made demands even in a time of the worst German decline, the fulfillment of which was 
uncomfortable, demands that did not allow for compromise, and which the followers nevertheless 
obeyed out of idealism and hope." Hans Grimm in his cultivated language, I think, says it right. This is 
how it looked at that time, and in its light the youth of that time must be judged. Everything else is 
simply untrue and means a falsification of history after the fact. 131 However, I would like to deal with 
the problem of National Socialism in a fundamental way, apart from any day-to-day or party politics, so 
that there can be no misunderstandings. I am of the opinion that, in spite of today's terror of ideas, a 
sober consideration of the past time may perhaps lead to a clarification of the terms that is useful to all, 
so that the appropriate conclusions can be drawn from a correct realization. The 19th century was 
shaped by the ideas of the French Revolution, liberty, equality and fraternity. These thoughts created 
the bourgeois liberty, the liberalism, which later in its reversal, in its effect, resulted in Marxism, the 
class struggle thought. Tremendous forces from the bourgeoisie were set free and pushed to shape all 
levels of human life. In doing so, one usually very hastily forgets the price of such a transformation. The 
victims of such an upheaval had to be borne by the first estate, the nobility, and the second, the clergy, 
who had to pay an unusually high price in blood. I have never heard that posterity was particularly upset 
about the work of the guillotine. The progressive idea of civil liberty after the times of absolutism knew 
how to cover all shamefulness. But when, at the beginning of the 20th century, millions of people were 
born in Europe, most of them streaming from the countryside into the newly burgeoning industrial 
cities, considerable tensions arose everywhere, especially as social legislation lagged behind the ever more 
rapidly developing conditions. Reckless elbow room and greed for profit - we are on the same path again 
today - led to the emergence of a propertyless proletariat, especially in the cities, which was joined by 
considerable sections of the artisanal middle class that could no longer compete with the cheaper mass 
production of industry. Despite the liberal spirit of liberalism, the hour of Marxism had come. The class 
struggle originally emanating from capital circles from above was now countered by the class struggle 
emanating from the propertyless stratum from below. These tensions were deepened by the world war 
and its aftermath. This liberalism and its inversion, Marxism, led to deepening of tensions and 
intolerances in almost all industrialized countries in the postwar period. It became more and more 
apparent that the views of the 19th century could no longer be used to master the problems at hand. The 
contrasts grew ever greater, especially since the political parties were also increasingly aware of the 
interests of individual population groups and thus fell prey to the idea of class warfare. This was felt all 
the more painfully in Germany because, after the front experience 

of the war, an experienced classless front comradeship was turned into the opposite again. In this 
context, the presumptuous Jewish behavior played a not insignificant role. In addition, in Germany 
there was the effect of the Versailles injustice, which had created an organized disorder in Europe. The 
final result was seen in the world economic crisis and the high unemployment figures. In Germany, at 
last count, there were nearly 7.5 million on the streets who, in desperation, if not attracted by the 
NSDAP, fell to Bolshevism. Thus it came about that between the two world wars in almost all 
European peoples of Europe, independently of each other, attempts were made, depending on the 
peculiarities of the peoples,' to become masters of the problems at hand. In Poland it was Pilsudski, in 
Romania Anto-nescu, in Turkey Kemal Atatiirk, Salazar in Portugal, Franco in Spain, Mosley in 
England, Mussert in the Netherlands, fascism in Italy under Mussolini and National Socialism in 
Germany under Adolf Hitler. All of these were domestic developments that, unlike communism, did 


not emphasize exporting these ideas. They were a way of solving domestic problems. However, all these 
emerging currents had in common that they did not want to solve the problems from the 19th century 
view, the liberalistic elbow room of the "ego's" lack of ties, of class, of occupational groups, etc., but 
within the framework of a larger more comprehensive community. The thought of the people-bound 
socialism, which stood contrary to the socialism of Marxist coinage, meant basically nothing else than 
the classification of the individual, not as zero as with collectivism, but as full personality under the 
interests of the community! The "I" of the 19th century was to be transformed into a "we" of the 20th 
century. This was a solution offered, especially since after the French Revulution only the third estate 
had come into its own, while now also the fourth estate, the peasant, and the fifth estate, the worker, 
had unmistakably registered their right to participation and co-creation. How else were these problems 
to be solved than not in opposition to each other, but together in cooperation? This had not the least to 
do with a restriction of personal freedom. We do not live, like many other peoples, with 7-8 people per 
square kilometer, but must, if we do not want to live beyond our means, stretch ourselves a little on our 
narrow spaces to the ceiling, in order not to experience one day in difficult times a total bankruptcy. 
The slogan 133 is: "Common good comes before self-interest". These were all sensible principles and 
were also correctly understood and welcomed by the mass of the people. Above all, one was again there 
for the other and brought "isolated" people back into a living community. We Western, especially 
Germanic peoples, differ from other peoples who are not so creative and culture-bearing in that, in 
addition to our individual personal freedom, we have always been able to stand up for one another, to 
bring the idea of community to the highest level of perfection and thus to chalk up our cultural success 
for ourselves. But if we are deprived of this vélkisch idea of community, we will very soon sink to a 
second- or third-rate nation. Today we are again on the best way to this. What is happening in this 
direction through the many interest groups working against each other is not progress, but clearly a 
relapse into the way of thinking of the 19th century. In the long run, constant increases in performance 
and in the social product alone will not solve the problems, but will only make people more unhappy 
and drive them into isolation. These are not possible solutions in the sense of an occidental culture, they 
only initiate our decay and make us ripe for the collectivism of the East. 

of the East. The capitalist West will prove to be incapable in the long run, because it destroys the 
human soul no less than soulless communism. If today the world, especially the victorious nations, and 
unfortunately also our German politicians, point to the period 1933-1945 with raised forefingers and try 
to portray us Germans as the sole moral culprits of world events, then, if one wants to find a fair 
yardstick for the period of the Third Reich, one must take into account that this period was a 
revolutionary epoch with all the inevitable exaggerations and extravagances of such a period. One has 
compared this time with the events of other countries that took place at the same time, which were not 
in a period of revolutionary development, but one must take the trouble to compare and weigh the 
revolutionary epochs of different peoples if one wants to find a fair yardstick and understanding. I will 
not speak here of the Russian Revolution. For what took place in it in terms of murder and destruction 
far exceeds our capacity to think and cannot be compared at all with the revolutionary events of Hitler's 
time. Let us compare the English revolution under Oliver Cromwell and the French revolution with 
Robesspierre, Morat, Carnot, etc., with the German revolution of 1933-1945. If we do so, we shall find 
that they all proceeded according to the same laws and principles, although the German revolution was 
by far the least bloody, in accordance with the mentality of our people. Revolutions have their own laws 
and their own historical inevitabilities. They all have in common that, due to their natural revolutionary 
momentum, which every new idea inevitably ignites in a disrupted time, they often overestimate their 
own possibilities and thus underestimate the opposing domestic and foreign political conditions. The 
shapers of such revolutionary epochs usually recognize the incapacity of the available co-creators and 


therefore want to tackle all the problems that come up for solution during their lifetime and, if possible, 
solve them themselves. Hence the hectic haste and often the seemingly unfounded exaggeration of many 
measures. The haste is also mostly caused by the fact that the environment is initially hostile to any new 
idea and sees itself disturbed from its usual routine. All revolutions originally started from a democratic 
principle and mostly ended with a dictatorship, which need not be an end in itself, but a means to an 
end, in order to be able to carry out and complete a revolution successfully. Mr. Roosevelt certainly, as 
well as Churchill, showed no less dictatorial habits and exercised power than Adolf Hitler. Even in the 
case of the French Revolution, which after all had the idea of personal freedom as the core of its will, 
there could be no question of this in the final phase. All revolutions know a collective opponent, who 
usually opposes the new principle of life to a particularly strong degree. Opposed to Puritanism in the 
English Revolution and liberal civil liberty, it was the king and the Catholic Irish. Naturally, it was they 
who had to make the sacrifices, with Charles I losing his head and the Irish and Scots having to pay 
bloody sacrifices. Even today we are experiencing the consequences of such an event in England, which 
refuses to recognize the Puritan revolutionary principle shaped by England. No one is seriously upset 
about it today; at most, people shake their heads at the alleged lack of understanding shown. In the 
French Revolution it was liberalism that demanded the heads of the king, the nobility and the priests. 
Again, I don't know that people are still particularly upset about this today and are heretizing and 
denouncing France because of it. Yes, now the much condemned German Revolution. It was by far the 
least bloody. At first, it certainly had enough opponents who could have been held responsible for its 
politics of fulfillment and its anti-German activities. But one did not do it, on the contrary, one tried to 
win and convince by better arguments, because one was serious about the formation of a large national 
community. Only the very incorrigible and obvious resisters were sent to the new labor camps that had 
been set up, where they were not killed, as in other revolutions, but were to be re-educated. They had 
the opportunity to leave the labor camp at any time without disadvantages and to be integrated into the 
labor and reconstruction process, if they only wanted to and cooperated. This was the way it was, except 
for a few unordered abuses. No one was killed in this revolution. There is so much misreporting today, 
and the concentration camp inmates are being hyped up as martyrs. At the beginning of the war, there 
were less than 35,000 in labor camps, far fewer than are serving time in penal institutions today, 
although at that time Germany was three times as large and twice as populous as today's Federal 
Republic. In addition, most of the inmates were criminals. Since there could be no real collective 
opponent in the German revolution, since the great national community was striven for, he had to be 
invented. And the Jew, who was not a member of the people, was the obvious choice. Until then, he had 
had an excess of influence in the press and on the radio, he had sat in positions of influence to an 
inordinate degree, he had cared little for the plight of the German people and had often enriched 
himself dishonestly at their expense. In addition, the mortal enemy of this new school of thought, 
namely communism, which was hostile to every national thought, and Bolshevism, which was 
destroying everything, with its ideas of conquest, were attributed to Judaism and its influence, in order 
to be able to dominate the world by this means as well. Only in this way it can be explained that in view 
of the danger of the East, of the massification and leveling, which threatened to flood the Occident from 
there, the thought of the elite The capable, the character-conscious should lead and the personality was 
consciously put into the foreground 

as a defense against this deadly danger. Unfortunately, as in all revolutionary epochs, but especially 
because of the Jewish agitation and slander coming from outside, this idea, which was reasonable in 
itself, was often overstated and exaggerated. Here, too, it must be made historically clear that there was 
no question of a planned extermination of the Jews. The intention was to deprive them of their 
influence and to resettle them. They were merely treated as foreigners. Even the much-cited Jewish star 


was not introduced until after the outbreak of war, when the resistance leader Admiral Canaris 
demanded the marking of Jews for reasons of counterintelligence, first in Switzerland as an entry in 
passports and then in our country. A 136 wartime measure that applied to enemy persons who had 
officially declared war on us. It is also no coincidence that all these revolutions ended in wars that were 
never intended, which was also not the intention of the designers of such revolutions. Why? The 
shaping of the principles of life of all these revolutions meets first with the mortal enmity of the 
environment, which then unites because it feels endangered and threatened in the insistence of its old 
value conceptions. This is also an inevitable and historically proven process. The impetus for such a war 
event, which has the destruction of the new revolutionary ideas as its goal, always comes from the 
outside. Oliver Cromwell moves with his army against Scotland and Ireland (1649-1650). Having 
overcome the internal enemy, the new republic becomes powerful externally, especially through the 
development of its naval power. Due to the Navigation Act, an English army lands in Holland (1651) 
and forces the Catholic Stuarts to abdicate. We find the same development after the French Revolution. 
Napoleon conquers almost all of Europe with his revolutionary army and, similar to the Germans in the 
previous war, stood at the gates of Moscow. Napoleon is still considered a national hero of the French 
today, despite democracy. And why not? Perhaps this, still unconscious to most, is one reason why 
France and Germany have finally come together to save from Europe what can still be saved after the 
madness of the Second World War. This time we Germans are denounced by the whole world as guilty 
because the war was forced on us due to our revolutionary actions and we had to lose it. Nevertheless, I 
am of the opinion, and will state this later, that an objective later historiography will and must establish 
that we did indeed trigger the Second World War by our forced invasion of Poland, but that we were 
never the originators and cause of this war. The causes of the war are rather to be found where so much 
disorder and tension were deliberately created by insane peace treaties that a new war was bound to 
develop from them, especially since the victorious nations showed no concession whatsoever and 
deliberately let it come to a new war. But the causes of the war are also to be found at least in the 
crusading ideas of a Mr. Roosevelt and Churchill, who feared the radiation of the ideas of the German 
Revolution, which were dangerous for them and their peoples, and met them with annihilation. Words 
like "labor is capital" or "gold is not an essential measure of value " 

must have sounded unpromising to the ears of capitalists who, unlike Germany, were unable to solve 
their social problems. The very fact that German KDF (Kraft durch Freude) vacation ships with 
German workers and their families on board were not allowed to land in England is an indication of the 
fear of an emanating power of German revolutionary successes, which had to be concealed from the 
local workers. For the rest, the creation of the Polish corridor alone, and thus the separation of East 
Prussia from the Reich, was a deliberate threat of war of the first order. All such revolutionary wars are 
characterized by the fact that they were fought by the opponents with great bitterness and often with 
unreasonableness. While revolutionary wars are usually waged much harder and more relentlessly, they 
are nevertheless mostly lost, despite the élan and revolutionary momentum, because the mortal enmity 
of the over-strong environment unites overwhelmingly against this new principle of life, in order to 
crush by all means the ideas that are dangerous for its future. All these epochs conclude first with the 
"men like Cromwell, Robesspiere, Napoleon and Hitler who became dictators. It looks then also each 
time at first as if the revolution and with it the new revolution ideas failed. After an almost lawful 
historical experience, each time those who had previously overcome and failed try again to form. 
History calls it the restoration epoch. After the death of Cromwell, Charles II, descended from the line 
of the Stuarts, was recalled by Parliament with the assurance of unconditional amnesty and freedom of 
worship. English historians wrote at that time that when the king set foot on English soil, there was no 
republican left in England. In our country they also said that when the Allies entered German soil, there 


were no more National Socialists in Germany! From the English history we know that Charles the 
Second made himself extremely unpopular with the parliament as well as with the people with the 
restoration of the old order and the Anglican church constitution and the persecution of the resisting 
clergy connected with it. He was banished and met his death in exile. In France, after the lost war and 
Napoleon's expulsion in 1814, the Bourbon royal house came to power once again with Louis XVIII. 
Here in Germany, after the collapse in 1945, it was Weimar in the West that was more or less tried to 
be restored once again. Central Germany had to endure the alien ideology of communism after the 
subjugation and is not happy about it. 138 We know from historical experience, however, that a 
restoration of overcome forms or even the adoption of foreign ideas is not possible in the long run. These 
are transitional phenomena of an epoch, especially if they are still forced. In the history there is no 
standstill, let alone a backsliding of a natural development. After a genuine revolution, which seems to 
have failed at the first attempt, always follows after an unsuccessful restoration the evolution of the 
revolutionary happening, as far as this was able to offer really genuine and new solution possibilities of 
the problems. There can only be a constant further development, which is ready to draw lessons and 
conclusions from the experiences of the past. An abrupt termination or even a deletion of such eras from 
history is foolish and can never lead to anything good. Only constant development can bring progress 
and thus consistent success. "Panta rhei" (everything flows) already said the Greek Heraclitus. Whoever 
violates this law of nature will and must inevitably fail. Every revolution does not come by chance and is 
not artificially invented by individual men, at the most designed by them. Revolutions arise from the 
inevitability of the given conditions and the longing of wider circles of the people. The shaping of such 
epochs are only expressions of the given tensions. In England, despite the attempted restoration of 
Charles IL, the basic idea of revolutionary action, liberal civil liberty, has prevailed to this day. In 
France, despite the temporary restoration of the Bourbon dynasty, it was the liberal democratic idea, 
liberalism, which has remained until the present day. Whether it suits some responsible politicians and 
opinion makers or not, the basic idea of the revolutionary events, namely the community idea, will also 
prevail in Germany and shape the coming century, or we will perish. The main cause of the Second 
World War was Hitler's economic and financial policy A much-heard slogan today says that Hitler 
could have avoided the Second World War if he had not made the mistake of solving the Jewish 
question with intended emigration. For this was indisputably his unmistakable intention. Every German 
should think about why the crusade against the Reich and the declaration of war by the influential 
world Jewry took place, and 139 at a time when not a hair of a Jew in the Greater German Reich had 
been touched or even physically harmed, except for the few Jews who, as criminals, deviants or 
politically active Marxists and Communists, had come to the labor camp instead of to prison, in order to 
stop their corrosive activity there and to be re-educated through work. They did not come there as Jews, 
but as criminals or as political potential opponents. I think that even without taking up the Jewish 
question, as happened in Poland and other countries, the same thing would have happened. Thus, it was 
an absolute climax of the swindle in the Nuremberg Military Tribunal and a deliberate falsehood when 
an American judge in the Oswald Pohl trial said: "If Germany had been satisfied with the exclusion of 
the Jews from a territory of her own, as well as with the taking away of German citizenship, with the 
exclusion from all offices, or any other internal regulations, then no other nation would have 
complained about it." This was an obvious lie. The truth, however, is that Germany was bombarded 
with insults and economic reprisals. Nevertheless, the internal measures against the Jews were not a main 
reason for the Jewish declaration of war, but its prosperous and advanced economic system, which could 
endanger theirs. The struggle of world Jewry was in truth directed at the economically strengthened 
German Reich, Hitler and National Socialism only secondarily. The latter were only pretexts. No, it was 
the spirit of the new Germany kindled by Hitler, also in its economy, that made the world dominating 


Jews frightened. In May 1934 the Zionist writer Emil Ludwig wrote: "Hitler does not want war, but he 
will be forced 

to it, and soon. The last word rests with England, as it did in 1914." The Jews saw themselves deprived 
of their sinecures primarily on the economic level. Their materialistic way of thinking is innate in them, 
and they wake up more quickly when "as aristrocrats of the world," as they are wont to call themselves, 
their opportunities of influence to dominate the peoples are taken away from them. This, however, they 
were publicly deprived of. One can understand their anger when their influence was suppressed in the 
press and on the radio. Even today, our media landscape would have a different face if this happened. As 
the old Moses Montefiore had said to his brothers in faith with regard to the means for their striving for 
domination: "As long as we do not possess the newspapers of the whole world in order to deceive and 
cheat the peoples, our domination remains a pipe dream." Even their influence on art and literature 
would have disappeared overnight, no influence in jurisprudence and in politics, all possibilities to 
influence the soul, education and history of the Germans. All these measures were certainly painful for 
the Jews, but not decisive in order to be able to open the total struggle against Germany. I now come to 
speak about a subject which is not recognized in its context,' is concealed by those in the know up to the 
present day and is not dealt with because it means a time bomb also in the future. "Gold," said Hitler, "is 
not an object of trade, but a means of trade, the value of which corresponds exactly to the value of the 
goods which can be bought for it." These simple plain words, with their startling logic in contrast to the 
usual loopy vocabulary of economic and financial bigwigs, incomprehensible to the layman, were simply 
ingenious. At first, these simple words formulated by Hitler seemed silly to the financial experts and 
were arrogantly dismissed as the musings of a "semi-literate". This formulation was simply too simple 
for them out of their believed superior knowledge. Only they had not thought it up to now! The only 
one, however, which startled like a flash, was the Jewish high finance in whose hands the gold was. 
They recognized immediately, what threatened here to begin. They rightly feared a national and world 
economic upheaval on a grand scale, which would make it impossible for the international capital power 
to bring a state power acting according to Hitler's ideas invisibly to its knees by cold means with the 
usual financial manipulations. 

to its knees with the usual financial manipulations. In the realization of such ideas, the only thing that 
helped now was to show one's colors and to pursue the destruction of such a state with an open 
declaration of war. For here the world-dominating role of world Jewry was seriously endangered. What 
did this leadership basically care about the resettlement of their co-religionists desired by Hitler, if such 
economic and financial practices, which got on their nerves, were coming towards them. These gold 
lords, however, combined completely correctly further: if the money has the same value as the 
commodity to be bought, then this means practically that the money value corresponds also to the 
achievement which is contained in the commodity. "Labor is capital" thus means that every commodity 
obtained by raw materials thus receives the value which every human mental and physical labor power 
makes of it as a calculable sum. A commodity, however, is produced by the one who has wrung it from 
Mother Nature in the sweat of his brow. Any speculation outside the company is thus made impossible. 
"Work ennobles" was regarded as an incentive and at the same time as moral recognition of 
performance. In the practical application of these simple principles, all this meant that now behind the 
intermediary money the entire national economic capacity stood as a cover, a steady increase of the 
production capacity. Thus, as before, it was possible to trade with the products created by labor, but 
labor as value cover could not be bartered away by any trick, no matter how cunning. Thus, the cover is 
an ideal value, but due to its material inability to be realized as an asset, it is a calculable and usable 
value. It is not surprising that such aspects startled the stockbrokers and gold hoarders. Gold had lost its 
meaning as a monetary foundation for the German Empire and all the states that had economic relations 


with it and traded with it. It had by no means become worthless, but had to be valued according to 
different standards, because it had become a commodity like all other economic goods. The famous 
hoarded gold bars in the banks were now pointless if the German example was to set a precedent 
worldwide. This, however, was by no means Hitler's intention, but only a consequence of the preceding 
gagging of Germany and also of the call for a boycott of German goods by the Jews, which world Jewry 
had instigated. Today so much is written and spoken about the guilt of Hitler and Germany. But the 
true hidden and concealed reason for the war is deliberately concealed. It is concealed out of the justified 
concern that intelligent peoples might once again make use of this means of freeing themselves from the 
shackles of dependence. At the same time communism means less danger, because it only shifted 
capitalism from the private side to the state. There were few people in Germany who recognized the 
danger of war for reasons of this financial-economic policy, not because it was wrong, but because they 
knew that Hitler had succeeded with it. World Jewry, too, did not declare war on us because this 
financial and economic policy would end with a negative result, but because it knew perfectly well that 
this policy would have to lead consistently to success and would thus endanger its position of economic 
and political power. This, however, could not be allowed to happen under any circumstances. In order 
to prevent this, any means was acceptable to them. What insane fear moved the Jews before Hitler's 
economic and monetary policy is openly expressed by the Zionist Emil Ludwig 142 Cohn when he 
writes in his book "The New Holy Alliance" in 1938: "For although Hitler may at the last moment 
want to avoid the war that can engulf him, he will nevertheless be compelled to war." And Hitler would 
not have been Hitler if he had not pushed through his correctly recognized theory with a strong hand 
and in a logical manner, despite many misgivings on the part of the experts. The financial and financing 
methods necessary for this went beyond the scope of all customary practices. The Schacht Meva 
exchange system was one of these successful means. Bartering with our neighbors was advantageous for 
both sides, since we paid for needed raw materials and natural products with our high-quality industrial 
products and did not need foreign currency. Both buyers and sellers were satisfied. It was understandable 
that the gold-hoarding foreign countries and the monetary power they had acquired with all its 
refinements began to have considerable worries, since this way of doing business could no longer be 
dealt with by the usual methods of capital and economic throttling. The Germany of Versailles began to 
get rid of its fetters stemming from this disgraceful treaty by its own efforts. A process that was 
ingenious and made the German people cheer. The more than 7 million unemployed found work and 
bread in a short time. Not, as is always claimed, by building up an armaments economy. I will talk about 
this in detail in the next chapter. For the first time, after this deep depression, a certain prosperity 
emerged on a broad basis, which would have grown without war just as it does today. The only 
difference is that this prosperity now stands on uncertain foundations because of our dependence and can 
be endangered at any time by world economic crises and by political pressure from outside. This is 
precisely the reason for the insecurity of our lives today, which is felt by everyone and which, despite 
prosperity, does not allow anyone to become quite happy and carefree. This was different under Hitler. 
No denial and no counter-propaganda of the then perhaps 10 percent of the fundamental opponents, 
who know how to swing the big word today, will help. For Hitler, as he repeatedly assured me, war was 
the most undesirable thing that could be done to him. For nothing was more dear to his heart than to see 
the internal construction of his Greater German Reich completed at all levels during his lifetime, 
because he felt that there were few others available for such an enormous task who did not, like him, see 
the whole picture. Every day of war," he once said to me, "deprives me of the success of my efforts to 
give the Reich a new, stable face on all levels. 143 Therefore, it is sheer nonsense to try to impute a 
conscious will to war to Hitler. Certainly he insisted that the development and expansion of the German 
living space, orderly and organically intergrown, had to be ordered in a way that corresponded to the life 


needs of the Germans. Danzig and the passage through the corridor were part of this. This was an 
absolutely historically justified legitimate right, which should and could be resolved peacefully. 
Whoever denies this as a German is an evil traitor to his country and deserves the deepest contempt. The 
claim often heard today, however, that Hitler needed the war because his economy was at the end, is 
nonsensical for reasons mentioned before. It is only one of the many lies of convenience to again impute 
the war guilt to Germany and to divert attention from its own crimes of the destruction of Europe. The 
necessary rearmament, which was basically only a necessary rearmament, was less of a burden on the 
budget than is happening in the Federal Republic today. In addition, new values were constantly created 
through 

work performed, which thus received a cover. The cry of world finance and the ongoing threats of war 
would probably have been even stronger if Germany had increased its wealth even faster in an even 
shorter time without armaments. It is in this context that one must view Goering's repeatedly quoted 
question to the German people: "Do you want butter or guns?" The people enthusiastically clamored for 
cannons, not because they wanted war, but because they wanted to see prosperity secured in these 
perilous times. The German mark was then, as now, one of the strongest currencies in the world, only 
not as endangered as it is today in our political dependence on the world's greats, which we once had 
every chance of becoming ourselves. Above all, we were spared the eternal currency props at the 
expense of German industriousness for foreign currencies, as we are today, and were not compelled to 
prop up weak economies with economic aid, quite apart from the illegal payment of the bounty to 
Israel. In truth, these economic aids are nothing more than shameful tributes in the billions, at the 
expense of the wealth we have acquired with our diligence and our standard of living. How long this 
will continue to go on, given the enormous increase in our debt burden, is a serious question that is a 
legitimate concern for many. One thing, however, is indisputably certain: the values created by the labor 
of the German people of that time benefited only them, while today we still have to feed others with 
our diligence. Here, too, morality was on Hitler's side. Incidentally, armaments serve to secure the 
people's existence and are thus a matter of survival. At that time, the German people were prepared, at 
144 Goering's question, to give up a part of the goods serving the standard of living, if their existence, 
which was obviously threatened, could thus be secured. A different attitude prevailed among us 
Germans at that time. I'm not sure what the answer would be today if it were, "Do you want 
reunification or the refrigerator?" Rarely in history has the property of occupied and conquered 
countries been handled as correctly as it was by the Germans during the war. 

the war. Until the end, every soldier who appropriated foreign property, except what he needed for his 
life, was severely punished. Among our victors in East and West, I have seen dozens of officers and 
soldiers who were not at all embarrassed to wear their stolen watches lined up on both forearms. 
Essential for the assessment of the German economic situation, however, was the fact that the economic 
system, which had been imposed on us by the Germans in the end, since there was no other way to talk 
to us, started surprisingly well and soon brought successes that made America pale, which still had not 
overcome its economic crisis because of the Jewish high finance. Here, too, the envy, but also the danger 
coming to the accustomed financial system was the essential reason, with or without Hitler, to declare 
war on Germany, with the intended goal of the complete destruction of this German people with its 
uniquely capable leadership, which had been condemned on account of its eternal efficiency. But we are 
and remain the eternal culprits, if we do not defend ourselves and are finally willing to call a spade a 
spade and do the same advertising and propaganda as our eternal adversaries, who earn their money in a 
more comfortable way worldwide. The guilt of Germany lies only in the fact that we let everything go 
over us unchallenged, instead of defending ourselves manfully and self-confidently against such 
defamations and to carry out clearing-up. But not even within the German people this is done, but like 


the posturing of our victors everything is suppressed which could bring the truth to light. Where is the 
honor of a government that is responsible for the continued existence of a nation? With "machismo" 
these questions are not out of the world. They only acknowledge their subjugation with it. Eternal 
subjection, however, means infirmity of a people and thus its final downfall! 145 Did Hitler have 
reasons for war ? To answer this question right away, the answer has to be a flat no. Hitler was 
concerned with nothing more or less than the preservation and shaping of the Greater German Acquis, 
which he had achieved peacefully by rectifying the greatest injustices of the Treaty of Versailles in an 
admirable political achievement. He had thus entered the history books as one of the most capable, 
recognized, but also envied statesmen in the worldwide sense. Moreover, he had behind him a people 
who believed in him and carried him on their hands, with an unheard-of and unique élan, with a new 
seminal idea capable of solving all inner-German problems in the sense of a great national community. It 
was therefore a matter of consolidating what had been achieved. By no means was a war necessary or 
even desired for this purpose. The only danger to this German nation-state, which had been achieved for 
the first time in history, was the threat posed by the Soviet Union. But the Soviet Union knew very 
well that a communist spread of the planned world revolution was only possible by destroying the most 
stubborn opponent of such an idea. But this was the Greater German Reich, which offered the decisive 
guarantee for the prevention of such a project. Therefore Hitler always had to reckon with a coming 
confrontation with the Soviet Union and prepared himself for the fact that this could possibly happen in 
1943-1945. The initiated rearmament was also aimed at this date. With France, which was shaken by 
domestic crises, there was no dispute at all. After Hitler had renounced Alsace-Lorraine once and for all 
by concluding a treaty of friendship with France, one should assume that the way for a lasting friendship 
was thus secured for the future. Provided that this friendship pact was as serious on the part of France as 
it was on the part of Hitler himself, that France thereby renounced its exaggerated security complex, 
accepted the great power position achieved by Germany in the interest of a strong protective wall 
against the danger from the East, and was not itself presumptuous enough to want to assume this 
position as a peripheral European state. France need not feel declassified at all because, unlike Germany, 
it had a strong colonial empire as its equivalent. With England, Hitler believed he could achieve a 
genuine friendship and conclude an alliance. He was ready to guarantee Britain her world empire, if 
necessary even by using 146 German soldiers, but demanded the recognition of Germany as a great 
power and as a bulwark of Europe against the danger of the Soviet Union. In return, Hitler was 
prepared to make major concessions. He gave up an adequate fleet and was even prepared to give up 
submarines. According to Grand Admiral Dénitz, to become a serious maritime threat to England, at 
least 300 modern U-boats were needed, which could have blockaded the Atlantic. At the outbreak of 
the war, the Reich had a total of 57 submarines. Of these, the smaller 250-ton U-boats were unsuitable 
for extended long-range voyages and, moreover, were largely worn out by their replenishment duties 
for the Spanish Civil War. The large boats were used for crew training. Knowing that with this type of 
weapon one third can always be in the shipyard and at most one third in service, this means that at the 
beginning of the war the Reich was not an operational opponent for the British in this area. For this 
reason alone, a German will to war against England was not discernible, indeed was out of the question. 
On the other hand, the traditional English policy of the "balance of power" was a recognizable danger of 
war for Hitler because of Churchill's political provision with his war party. In order to be able to rule 
unrestrictedly itself, Great Britain always used to ally itself with the second strongest continental power, 
in this case France, against the strongest. That this policy was wrong, with regard to Hitler's will for 
peace against the two Western powers and in view of the Bolshevik danger from the East, has in the 
meantime been sufficiently proven by history to the detriment of Europe. Downright grotesque and 
absurd is the fairy tale of Hitler's intention to attack America. Only the German re-educated fall for 


such nonsense today. The Reich had no friction with America and neither the will nor the possibility to 
attack the American continent. Conversely, America had by no means overcome the world economic 
crisis and looked enviously at the successful German economic policy, which made Roosevelt's blunders 
obvious. Thus, when there was talk of a will to war, a readiness for war, and the destruction of a 
sovereign state, even a necessary crusade against the German Reich, these voices and this will to war 
came exclusively from Mr. Roosevelt and his Jewish backers, who, with the help of Churchill, also 
forced England to turn to this course. America, like Great Britain, simply did not want to accept a 
European great power position of Germany. In truth, this planned and deliberate crusade was not at all 
aimed at Hitler 147 and National Socialism - that was only pretended -, this war was aimed at the 
destruction of Germany as a great power par excellence. The Jewish question only encouraged this 
desire for destruction. At first, Russia played only a secondary role. In the sense of the world revolution 
it was interested in any case in a weakening of Europe and thus in a war. But it did not intend to pull the 
chestnuts out of the fire for others. It wanted to wait for the most favorable hour for its intervention in 
order to achieve cheap success. Hitler was the only one who recognized this and put a spoke in the 
Soviet Union's wheel with his pre-emptive war, which was forced by the Russian deployment. Hitler 
and the Greater 

German Reich were in this forced situation no longer sovereign and free acting personalities and greats. 
The law of action was forced upon them. In this context, mistakes made are certainly undeniable after 
Hitler, in his almost night-walking balancing act, succeeded for the first time in German history in 
founding the German nation-state that had been longed for for generations without bloodshed. It was 
certainly not due to Hitler alone that the sense of proportion for what was possible was lost. Where were 
sovereign, strong personalities on whose advice Hitler could have relied, and who were able, if 
necessary, to force the decision for the possible from him? In no case did such personalities exist in the 
Foreign Office. They did not give advice, but only conspired with our opponents without success and to 
the detriment of Germany, thus committing treason to their own cause. Thus Hitler had to fail because 
his adversaries, both inside and outside, failed to recognize the requirements of the times and were above 
all biased in the ideas of the 19th century and remain so to this day. All this to its own detriment and to 
the catastrophe of Europe. To have played a decisive role in this and to have brought about this 
catastrophe is the historical guilt of world Jewry. They have only pursued their very own goals and have 
thus given the world a catastrophic disorder and all conditions for further catastrophes. If even, 
according to Dall, Roosevelt's mother disagreed with the direction of the policy adopted by her son and 
Dall's cousin, Henry Perish, declares "that Franklin is being abused," it is staggering and the disastrous 
consequences of the abuse explainable, but never excusable. The world as a whole has suffered from this 
created tension and is today consequently sitting on a powder keg. A great deception of peace and of 
humanity happened here. Were criminals at work here who believed they could harness and use 
communism and the Soviet Union 148 for their own interests, only to destroy the German Reich? Or 
were they themselves the victims of this false speculation and thus also the decisive Jewish planners? It is 
already obvious today that anti-Semitism in West Germany is still boiling on the back burner, but in the 
entire abandoned eastern territories, including Central Germany, anti-Semitism has every chance of 
turning Europe as a whole anti-Semitic. In almost the entire Third World, anti-Zionism has been 
present for a long time. Was this the will of the Jewish war-mongers, in order to get their sheep in the 
dry every time after a chaos they helped to cause? I do not believe that this calculation will work out in 
the long run. I rather believe that world Jewry itself has gone too far and will become a victim of this 
development, including Israel, which today seems no less endangered than West Germany and the rest 
of Europe. I think that Hitler, from his point of view and experience, was not entirely wrong when he 
warned the Jews in his will against their megalomania after winning a war and prophesied that this 


arrogance would one day backfire on them. This is my political view and has not the slightest thing to 
do with racism. Nor can I imagine that America will accept in the future that their presidents can only 
get their majority with the decisive Jewish American citizen votes. But I also think that it cannot be the 
business of the German people alone to exercise appropriate restraint toward the Jews. It seems to me 
appropriate, especially in view of the questions of guilt, for Jewry also to display a much needed and 
necessary note of restraint and a certain modesty, if their present happiness is to endure and their 
historical destiny is not to be fulfilled in the way they have envisioned. For us Germans and Europeans it 
is not about the fate of the Jews who live and should continue to live among us, but about our very own. 
One can say what one wants about Hitler, only one thing is indisputable, that he did not want and cause 
this war. He also did not create this chaos. It was his short-sighted enemies and victors. Hitler was 
probably the only co-responsible statesman who saw these dangers in a visionary way like no other and 
warned again and again against hatred and unreasonableness. He can no longer justify himself today. 
With his ship of state, the Greater German Reich, which he alone had created, he succumbed to the 
overwhelming power of his enemies and their will to destroy and sank. 149 As captain, he acted in 
accordance with tradition, as he had promised, and went down with his sinking ship. He thus spared 
posterity the ghastly and dishonorable spectacle that befell his friend Mussolini. I think it was a good 
thing. He did right. Hitler was loyalty personified, to himself as well as to his friends, but also to his 
people. But we survivors, the German people, lost our empire, our possessions, millions of our relatives 
and our freedom. But what we must never lose, if we do not want to perish, is our national dignity and 
our sense of honor. Whoever believes today that he may prefer the standard of living to honor, thinks 
and acts inferior. In doing so, he gives up his soul. A nation without a soul dies. Spirit and character 
alone are invincible. Let us think responsibly about our future and respect again our heroes who gave 
their lives for Germany. They died in the thought and belief that it is not necessary for them to live, but 
that the German people must live. The European state of armaments in 1939 Although the prosecuting 
authority in Nuremberg did not succeed in presenting any evidence from the captured secret files of a 
criminal rearmament of the German Reich government based on a world conspiracy, this is nevertheless 
repeatedly alleged. Nor could it be proved that the Czech crisis, the Polish campaign and the Russian 
war had any plans of conquest, settlement or extermination as their goal. Until the outbreak of the war, 
Hitler never had such goals in mind. The respective campaigns were based on other causes and motives, 
which inevitably resulted from the political and military situation. After Hitler's repeated efforts for 
peace had been rejected, the events of the war automatically triggered a chain of warlike actions and 
reactions worldwide. The thesis, still widespread in the vernacular, that Hitler systematically worked 
toward war with a tremendous rearmament is just as factually unjustified as the untrue assertion that 
Hitler needed the war because he was at the end of his rope with his economy. Equally nonsensical are 
the assertions that he succeeded in eliminating the seven million unemployed only because they found 
work in a tremendously forced armaments industry. Exactly the opposite was the case. 150 All the 
assertions were systematically set in motion before the outbreak of the war by our later opponents of the 
war as a motivation for their policy of encirclement and armament, and were then spread after the end 
of the war by the German emigrants who moved back into Germany with the Allied baggage train. It 
was precisely the ruling class of the ID. Reich, with Hitler at its head, had remembered the painful 
experiences of the First World War so much that there could be no question of a will to war or even of 
war lust. This was certainly also true for the mass of the German people. This can be gleaned from 
countless examples of official and unofficial pronouncements. "The assertion that the German people are 
preparing for war with enthusiasm is a misunderstanding of the meaning of the revolution which is 
simply incomprehensible to us. We leaders of the National Socialist movement have been front-line 
soldiers almost without exception. I would like to see the front-line soldier who is enthusiastically 


preparing for a new war!" "Believe me that we do not educate our youth, who are our whole future, 
and to whom we are attached, in order to then have them shot up on the battlefield." This is an excerpt 
from Hitler's interview with the "Daily Mail" in 1933, when we still had the smallest army in Europe 
with 100000 men, without heavy weapons, tanks and airplanes. But at that time the defamatory word 
already sounded from German emigrants' mouths: "Hitler means war". A word, which is taken up again 
today. With modern technology, every war is a folly. Whoever speaks of such a war should immediately 
be rendered harmless internationally. With the present state of weapons development, a warlike 
involvement of even the simplest kind would result in such disproportionate mutual loss of blood and 
destruction that I believe only a madman could start a war now." This is again a statement made by 
Hitler in celebration of the reintegration of the Saar. Hermann Géring said at a war participants' 
meeting in Berlin in February 1937, "There can be no better defenders of peace than the old front-line 
fighters. I am convinced that they have a right above all others to demand peace and to shape it. I 
concede the right of shaping the lives of peoples first and foremost to the men who have gone to hell, to 
the hell of the World War, four hard years with arms in hand, and I know that the front-line fighters 
will also be most anxious to preserve the blessings of peace for their peoples as well. But those who do 
not know the horrors of war can speak of a fresh and joyful war. But we know that it is a terrible thing 
about the last conflict among nations." The German Empire, along with Austria, was the only disarmed 
nation in Europe. The Treaty of Versailles stipulated that the disarmament of Germany should be 
followed by the disarmament of the other nations. But nothing of the sort happened. By 1935 Hitler had 
made first the offer of absolute disarmament, then the offer of a general and equal 200,000-man army, 
then a 300,000-man army with simultaneous international control and consent to non-aggression 
treaties with 

all neighbors, further an offer of an air pact, and finally a proposal of a magnanimous pacification of 
Europe. All proposals were rejected. Instead, on March 4, 1935, the British government published a 
White Paper on an "alleged illegal rearmament of Germany." It spoke of the Nazi state as a threat to 
world peace. In Franjois-Poncet "As Ambassador in Berlin", one can read on page 180 and 183: "You 
are wasting your time! Never will we sign it; Hitler will not remain at the helm much longer. His fate is 
sealed. An agreement would consolidate his position. If war breaks out, not a week will pass before he is 
deposed and replaced by the Crown Prince 

by the crown prince." This is a secret statement made by Minister Andre Tardieu to Francois-Poncet in 
the spring of 1934. Tardieu had this information from the German resistance. Here, again, the 
treasonous activity of the German Resistance becomes visible, which carried out "obstruction" from the 
Foreign Office and thus clearly caused great damage to the Reich. Despite these illegal rearmament 
rumors, as late as 1936 R. Coulondre and Lloyd George had to admit that German armament was "still 
in an embryonic state". On the other hand, a feverish rearmament began all over the world, and that 
before Germany had taken a single step to the contrary, except for disarmament proposals. The 
following armaments had been carried out abroad: 30.7.1934 strong British air armament with bomber 
program and with the sensational justification of Mr. Stanley Baldwin before the House of Commons 
that England's border lay on the Rhine (!). 24. 9. 1934 Poland introduced military relief service. 28. 11. 
1934 Acceleration of British air armament. 6. 12. 1934 extension of compulsory service in Switzerland. 
1. 1. 1935 two-year compulsory service in Czecho-Slovakia. 30. 1. 1935 Soviet Union strengthens its 
army to one million. 1 Jan. 1935 to 31 Mar. 1935 With the promulgation of the Franco-Soviet military 
pact, France undertook extensive 152 rearmament and decreed the reorganization of its air force."A 
new Franco-German war would be very congenial to the interests of the Soviet Union," announced 
Stalin's brother-in-law, the Jew Kaganovich, open-heartedly in the "Izvestia" on 27.1.1934 (D. Hog-gan 
"The Forced War" p. 276). While Hitler had already concluded a treaty of friendship with Pilsudski of 


Poland in 1934 in the interest of keeping the peace and had expressly accepted the French-Polish mutual 
assistance pact, France now concluded the military pact with the Soviet Union. This was a clearly 
recognizable aggression and challenge to the German Reich, which Hitler could not leave unanswered. 
The obligation to disarm, which France had also accepted in Versailles, was not only not kept, but with 
the extension of service time a further step towards rearmament was taken. In this way, France breaks 
the Versailles and Locarno Treaties. Hitler is still patiently awaiting the ratification of the Franco-Soviet 
mutual assistance pact, hoping for a rejection by Parliament. The interview of Hitler given to the "Paris- 
Medi" is published by manipulation only after the parliamentary vote. It said, "Let us be friends... 
Would it not be devastating for our two countries if we were to tear each other apart once again on new 
battlefields... There are decisive moments in the life of nations. Today, France can, if it wishes, draw a 
line forever under the chapter of "German danger"... Think of your responsibility towards your 
children." But no thought was given to the children, the treaty was ratified by 353 votes to 164. In 
response, Hitler symbolically had the demilitarized zone of the Rhineland occupied in response to these 
treaty breaches. Whereas in 1935 Pilsudski had left it at the denunciation of the military clause of the 
Versailles Treaty to approve any steps against Germany, on the occasion of the Rhineland occupation 
the Polish Foreign Minister Beck sent an assurance to France that Poland would attack Germany if 
France was prepared to invade West Germany. From England, France had not previously received an 
assurance, in response to an inquiry, that it would interpret a Rhineland occupation by the Germans as a 
violation of the Locarno Treaties. Hitler was quite right in taking France's attitude as a restriction of 
German sovereign rights and in feeling threatened. No one will be able to deny that if France was 
looking for protection, Hitler also had the right to be concerned about the protection of the German 
Reich. 153 Next to the Soviet Union, France was by far the strongest continental power. It had 
concluded military alliances with the Soviet Union, Great Britain, Belgium, Poland, and Czecho- 
Slovakia. In addition, it had a large colonial empire with a human potential of about 100 million. 
Whereas Germany had 21 regiments equipped in a very precautionary manner as part of its 100,000- 
man army, France maintained 41 modern divisions with tanks and strong artillery. It had an enormous 
advantage in experience in weaponry and had established a line of fortifications, the so-called Maginot 
Line, against Germany that was considered insurmountable. Germany had no reserves whatsoever, while 
France had over five million. In 1939, at the beginning of the war, France had 110 divisions in the 
motherland, not including colonial troops, coastal fortification units and anti-aircraft troops. Over 
200000 Spanish fighters, who were on French soil after Franco's victory, also offered themselves. Over 
4000 modern tanks and 3000 heavy guns of caliber over 150 mm were available in addition to the 
normal divisional artillery. In terms of aircraft, over 2000 were available for the first line. France was 
thus much stronger than Germany at the beginning of the war. The combined joint Anglo-French 
expenditure on weapon systems serving unification was much greater than the German armament 
expenditure at that time. This is the plain truth. Poles and Czechs together were also stronger than the 
German army. The Poles had mobilized 1.5 million soldiers. In addition to 2 motorized and 12 cavalry 
divisions, they had 55 infantry divisions. Already this number of 1.5 million compared to the peace army 
of 211000 soldiers shows the aggressive intentions of the Poles. The Polish air force had 1200 aircraft. 
Czecho-Slovakia, which maintained a peacetime force of 120000, had over 1.5 million soldiers in the 
summer of 1938 with 36 divisions, 21 active and 16 reserve, fully mobilized. In addition, airfields were 
ready for the immediate entry of Soviet and French combat units. The fortification lines were very 
strongly developed, similar to the Maginot Line. An attack on a Czecho-Slovakia ready for defense 
would have required at least 35 divisions, so that in such a case Germany would only have been able to 
occupy the West Wall against an expected French attack with 5 active and 8 reserve divisions. For this 
reason alone, any discussion of German plans for conquest is unnecessary. 154 Britain possessed general 


staff plans for destroying the German fleet and invading across the Channel both before World War I 
and World War II. In contrast, there were no German operational plans against either France or 
England until the conclusion of the Polish War, which again disproves the propaganda thesis of 
conquest plans or even world conquest being foisted on the Reich as silly talk. This becomes even clearer 
if one compares the German fleet with the Anglo-French one. World conquest can only be carried out 
if one controls the sea routes with a fleet suitable for this purpose. Our fleet was not at all comparable to 
the one of 1914. Hitler, however, had deliberately renounced a strong fleet, on the one hand in order not 
to challenge England, and on the other hand in order to credibly underline the desired balance of 
interests with England for all future. Hitler did not want to compete with England on the world market 
and therefore claimed inner-European, eastward-oriented, economic and trade interests, as well as 
responsibility for the eastern dam to be built against the Soviet Union. For this reason, the German 
Grand Admiral Raeder was able to declare with a clear conscience before the tribunal in Nuremberg on 
May 17, 1946: "There is a wide variety of evidence that I did not in any way anticipate a war in the fall 
of 1939, and given the low level of armament of the German Navy, this was natural. I expressed this 
quite clearly in a speech to the submarine officers at Swinemitinde, that it was not to be expected." (IMT 
vol. XIV p. 79) Churchill reported to the House of Commons on 3/16/1939: "The German Hotte will 
not be able to form a battle line for a major naval battle during the next few years." In his memoirs 
"War in Twilight" p. 17: "This time the German Hotte had just begun her reconstruction and was not 
even able to form a battle line. Our dominance at sea, as far as surface ships were concerned, was thus 
undisputed. Both in strength and in numbers the British Hotte was undoubtedly vastly superior to the 
German, and there was no reason at all to suppose that she remained behind technically and in the 
training of her crew." Compared to the French and British with 135 submarines, Germany had only 57, 
of which only 42 were operational at the beginning of the war. In practice, only 18 could be used against 
the West after the outbreak of war and 3 in support of operations against Poland. Among the larger 
units, the strength ratios were even more striking: "Our 2 battleships and 3 ironclads 155 faced a 
combined total of 22 British and French battleships. We had no aircraft carriers. The enemy, on the 
other hand, had 7 aircraft carriers. Our 2 heavy cruisers matched 22 of the other side. For the light 
cruisers the ratio was 6:61 and for the destroyers and torpedo boats 34:255!" (Raeder "Balance 

des 2. Weltkrieges" p. 118) Our naval air force was only under construction. 

Does one start a world conquest under such aspects? Churchill as a juggler of numbers always knew 
how to operate with false figures before the war, especially to the Americans, so that he was 
reprimanded several times by the American General Staff because of his incorrect statements. In the air 
sector, the superiority of the West was also undeniable. The total strength of the German air fleet at the 
beginning of the war was about 3000 planes, among them 1050 fighters and 1000 bombers, as far as one 
may allow this designation at all according to the standards of the West. We did not have any 4-engined 
aircraft, but only 2-engined ones. They were the Dornier 17 and Heinkel 111, which were not to prove 
themselves too much later. Also, the Junker 88, as good as it was as an airplane, was really not a heavy 
bomber. In contrast, the British and French had 7300 aircraft at this time. England alone was able to 
bring 2327 1st line planes into action immediately, 855 bombers, 560 fighters, and 300 long-range 
reconnaissance planes from the island. In addition, there were 222 Navy planes and 354 overseas. (E. 
Spezler "Air War and Humanity" pp. 224/225). Long-range bombers had not even been developed in 
Germany. England had them already in 1934, America since 1935. In England they were already built in 
series in 1936 and were intended for stratetic air warfare, a form of combat which was not foreseen in 
Germany. And now comes an important sentence by A,J. P. Taylor on page 116 "The Origins of the 
second World War": "The Germans never planned bombing independent of the front line troops. Their 
bombers were auxiliaries of the land forces; they had to improvise the air attacks on England in the 


summer of 1940." It is repeatedly claimed, contrary to historical facts, that the Germans began bombing 
cities against civilians. This is a lie and a consequence of the misdirection of British propaganda during 
and after the war, which our re-educators have also adopted. The truth is rather that the area bombings 
were reserved for the Allied air forces first. They were planned by the British Jew Lindemann, who was 
ennobled as Lord Cherwell for his services as an obvious war criminal. 156 Even today, on the basis of 
false information, the view prevails in England, and with it a certain bitterness, that we Germans, with 
the air raids on London, Coventry and other cities, had flown the "first air raids" on open cities. 
Apparently, however, statements of former high officials of the British Air Ministry are not read who 
explicitly admit that the bombings of non-military targets were not only planned but also originated by 
England. They refer to this with some pride. It says there in the book Bombing Vindicated, London, 
Geoffrey Bles, on page 74 by J. M. Spaight, the former first undersecretary of state in the Air Ministry, 
"Not realizing what a propagandistic distortion of the truth would do psychologically, namely, the truth 
that we had begun the strategic bombing offensive, we therefore shrank at the time from giving our 
great decision of May 11, 1940, the publicity it deserved." That was certainly a mistake. It was a 
splendid decision." Would this splendid decision also have been revealed in Nuremberg and would they 
have stood up for it? In any case, the English, as so often, again knew how to deliberately falsify their 
initiative to bomb open cities, and attributed the responsibility to the Germans. This is in accordance 
with the imperialist tradition of England, which from 1702 until the outbreak of the Second World 
War, ie. in 237 years, spent 102 years in major wars and in between still in minor wars. These are the 
same people who spoke of Prussian militarism and spread this propaganda worldwide. And the stupid 
German people believe it too. The American historian David L. Hoggan writes in "The Forced War" 
with regard to the British air armament and the planned bombings on non-military targets on page 264: 
"In the spring of 1938 the British expected to be able to build 8000 military machines in the fiscal year 
beginning with April, which was later achieved and even exceeded. For the year from April 1938 to the 
end of March 1939, they had expected a figure of only 4000, but by January 1939 they were already far 
beyond their established schedule.... The British leadership, as well as their experts, were concerned 
about their air defenses, but they had by no means lost sight of the air offensive against German civilians. 
They admitted that the defenses against possible German retaliatory bombing of British residential areas 
‘were not sufficient to remove the fear from them,' as they had proclaimed during 157 the last months 
before the outbreak of World War II. Nevertheless, they were convinced that they were reasonably 
secure against successful German retaliation, and accordingly the strategy of massive bombing of 
German populations was developed with determined energy." The Soviet Union admits today in 
various documents that in the summer of 1939 it had 136 divisions, 5000 medium and heavy guns, 9000 
to 10000 tanks, more than 5500 airplanes ready for action on its western front against Germany. These 
data were also bindingly given to the British and French during their military talks in July/August 1939. 
As is well known, these negotiations were not realized only because not England and France, but Poland 
and Romania refused to let Russian troops march through their country for reasons of self-preservation. 
From these negotiations it is clear that the Soviet Union was ready to wage war against Germany. It was 
only due to Hitler's skill that he was able to obtain a delay by concluding a non-aggression pact with 
Russia on August 23, 1939. Platanova, Pavlenko, Parotkina write on page 17 "The Second World 
War": "The Red Army had grown enormously during the last months... This buildup of reserve units 
within the Red Army had, by the end of 1938, increased the Russian peacetime army to 2 million men, 
about three times in reality four times the German army strength." The Soviet Union was thus by far 
the most militant country in the world. It spent already in 1937 about 25 % (Germany with a much 
smaller budget 10 %) of the total national income on the defense budget. Already from the armament 
level of the potential opponents mentioned here, one can see the difficult situation of Germany as almost 


hopelessly inferior. It is also obvious how stupid, even criminal, it is to accuse the Reich of plans for 
conquest or even world domination. In truth, it was about nothing other than ensuring the survival of 
the German nation with an agile policy. What did the German rearmament really look like ? Until the 
death of Hindenburg, the right of disposal over foreign policy and the 100,000-man Reichswehr lay 
exclusively with the Reich President and not with Hitler. The permanent preventive war threats of our 
neighbors were an effective argument for our rearmament demands. In the first two years of the Third 
Reich, nothing happened; armaments spending remained constant at 4% of national income. The peace- 
loving Bundeswehr spends about 15% annually. 158 At that time, armament expenditures in France and 
the Soviet Union were more than double, which was all the more remarkable because these states had 
modern equipment, while the Reich had totally disarmed. Despite this clear fact, Hitler was accused at 
the time of arming for a "criminal war of aggression" in a way that endangered peace. These 
vocabularies, again deliberately misleading, came in part from Social Democratic émigré circles, ie. 
from the fathers of today's SPD, and must be continued today in order not to be accused of lying. As we 
know today, these lies coming from abroad only served to sabotage the disarmament demanded by 
Germany and to justify the general alliance agreements, the continuously further erected fortifications, 
the further armaments and Allied general staff meetings. As we see, the same methods were used here as 
before the First World War, and as we see further, the mass of our people is also still so foolish as to 
'believe' these slogans of its re-educators. At that time they knew that. Today a government and the 
parties supporting it try to sell the people for fools by consciously wrong representation of the historical 
events for transparent reasons. The British historian Taylor reports in "The origins of the Secound 
World war" on page 77, 119, 75, 104 and 218: "The French gave the starting signal for the arms race". 
"Germany was little more prepared for a major war between 1933 and 1936 than it had been before 
Hitler came to power. The difference was merely that Hitler had stronger nerves and his predecessors 
did not." "Many of the earlier alarms about German rearmament were false alarms. Even in 1939 the 
German army was not equipped for a prolonged war; 

and in 1940 the German army troops were inferior to the French in everything except leadership." 
"The Nazi secret was not arms production; it was freedom from the orthodox economic principles then 
prevailing." See my remarks in the chapter before. "Under Hitler's leadership, Germany was equipped to 
win the war of nerves the only war he understood and was comfortable with. It was not equipped to 
conquer Europe..." The following paragraph should be read through three times by our politicians and 
party leaders like re-educators who have poisoned the soul of the German people to the core. And if 
they nevertheless do not take back their fairy tales, which they are used to put into the world, nobody 
should take them for full anymore. They are then consciously lying! 159 "In consideration of the 
German armament we escape from the mystical regions of Hitler's psychology and find an answer in the 
realm of facts. The answer is clear. The state of German armament in 1939 provides decisive proof that 
Hitler had not contemplated general war, 

and probably had not intended war at all." After no arms restrictions and revisions of the Versailles 
Treaty of Shame could be obtained, general conscription was decreed on March 16, 1935, more than 
two years after Adolf Hitler came to power, and the Versailles Treaty was duly abrogated, a perfectly 
legitimate measure necessary for the vital interests of Germany. Whoever judges things differently today 
is an absolute fool and should be committed to an asylum. Colonel General Jodl, one of the most 
honorable personalities whom the executioners of Nuremberg have on their conscience, declared as 
Chief of Staff of the German Wehrmacht before the IMT in Nuremberg on June 4, 1946: "When we 
raised 36 divisions in 1935, France, Poland and Czecho-Slovakia had 90 peace divisions and 190 in the 
war. We had hardly any heavy artillery and the tank weapon was only in its most primitive beginnings... 
The real armament was carried out only after the war began. We entered this world war with 75 


divisions. 60% of the entire population fit for military service was untrained, the peacetime army was 
about 400,000 strong (the Bundeswehr today in a smaller area is thus far stronger - author's note -) The 
supplies of ammunition and bombs were almost ridiculous. We had ammunition for 10 to 15 days of 
fighting. ... And if we did not already collapse in 1939, it was only because the 110 or so French and 
British divisions in the West were completely inactive against the 23 German divisions during the Polish 
campaign. Probably no credit to either country, which watched cold-bloodedly as their confederate 
Poland was militarily annihilated! "Add to this the fact that in 1914 there were about 25 cohorts of 
trained soldiers available, while in 1939 we had only 5 trained cohorts to fall back on." The notorious 
liar Churchill, who in 1936 spoke of Hitler's threat to peace and aspirations to world domination, 
reports, "Germany is arming in a way that has never been seen in German history. It is being directed by 
a handful of high-spirited desperados. Money is running out: discontent is stirring under despot rule. 
Soon they will have to choose160 whether they prefer economic or financial collapse and internal 
unrest, or a war that could have no other goal than a Germanized Europe under National Socialist 
supervision. Therefore, it seems to me that all the old conditions are again present, and that our national 
salvation depends upon our being able once more to unite all the powers in Europe to restrain, prevent, 
and, if necessary, destroy German supremacy." On March 16, 1939 Churchill in the House of 
Commons: "It must be remembered that Germany, like all other countries, is now in full rearmament 
and is groaning and groaning under this tremendous effort. It is already spending 26% of its national 
income on war preparations. All the labor force, trained and untrained, is at work to the last man. The 
garden trellises and even the iron grave crosses are melted down as scrap material... I hear, therefore, 
with pleasure Lord Chattfield's opinion yesterday that it is the duty of the Royal Fleet to seek out and 
destroy the enemy fleet. That is the tone to strike" (W. Churchill "Into the fray" speeches 1938-1940 
pp. 138 and 142). Never have such irresponsible provocative words been uttered by German politicians 
before the war. These words alone would have been sufficient to bring Mr. Churchill to the rope at 
Nuremberg. One would have to apply to the German government for the withdrawal of the 
Charlemagne Prize, which this destroyer of Europe received as a sign of German submission! But how 
much he contradicts himself and always talks irresponsibly can be seen from his book "Der Zweite 
Weltkrieg", "Der Sturm zieht auf" vol. 1, p. 331: "The German war machine had rumbled staggeringly 
across the border (Anschluss Osterreich in March 1938) and had come to a standstill near Linz. Despite 
impeccable weather and road conditions, most of the tanks failed. Breakdowns occurred in the 
motorized heavy artillery. The road from Linz to Vienna was blocked by stuck heavy vehicles. General 
von Reichenau was considered responsible for a failure that revealed the unfinished state of the German 
army." Having stirred up the whole world with his lies, he later had to correct himself: "In 1935 France 
could have invaded and reoccupied Germany almost without serious fighting, even without the help of 
her former allies. In 1936, too, its far superior strength was beyond doubt. From German revelations we 
know that this situation still existed in 1938. In the year after Munich, 1939, the German army was 
approaching its full striking power, although still weaker in trained reserves 161 than the French army" 
(Churchill op. cit., p. 409). "The German armies, however, would not have been able to defeat the 
French in 1938 or 1939" (Churchill op. cit., p. 410) "The German Army could hardly have placed half a 
dozen trained divisions on the Western Front in 1938, when the French, with nearly 60 or 70 divisions, 
could certainly have advanced across the Rhine or into the Ruhr" (Churchill op. cit., p. 412) E. Hughes 
writes in "Churchill a Man in His Contradiction" p. 254/255: "American military experts have revealed 
that Churchill's critical references to British and French lagging behind in armaments and his assertions 
of overwhelming German superiority and activity in this field were without foundation.... An official 
report forwarded to the U.S. Secretary of War in October 1947 proved the incredible inaccuracy of 
Churchill's figures and estimates." V. A. Sekistow, in "The Strange War in Western Europe and the 


Mediterranean 1939-1943," Russ. p. 85, also confirms the Soviet view that Germany fought France with 
inferior forces: "The forces of England, France, Belgium, and the Netherlands totaled 142 divisions 

(according to other figures, as many as 156 divisions in all); they were opposed by 136 German and 
Italian divisions ... In view of this balance of forces and the means at their disposal, there is no basis for 
speaking of the weakness of the allies, of their lack of technical readiness for war, and of the decisive 
superiority of the fascist aggressor." The same author on page 133: "Already in the course of the Polish 
campaign it became apparent that the German artillery was not only qualitatively but also quantitatively 
unable to cope with the firing tasks under the conditions of the powerful tempo of the fighting. The 
German High Command was forced to increase the effectiveness of artillery fire with the help of the 
Luftwaffe." We know today that in 1939 Germany was prepared for defensive warfare only. Artillery 
was lacking on a large scale. The Panzerwaffe was only in the testing stage. Heavy tanks did not exist at 
all; medium tanks, the so-called Panzer IV, numbered 300. Production of tanks had begun only three 
months before the start of the war and amounted to 247 tanks, while that of the British at the same time 
was 314. All armament programs were scheduled for 1943/44. The German High Command received 
instructions from Hitler a year before the outbreak of war to complete the organizational buildup by 
1945 and to emphasize solid training in order to produce a sufficient number of reservists at the same 
time. Any measures "tailored to the event of war," including preparations for securing the borders, were 
to be refrained from. I asked the Fiihrer in the fall of 1944, when I was combat commander of the 
headquarters in Rastenburg, about the necessity of this war and in particular about the reasons why we 
attacked Poland in this unfinished military state. His answer was very clear and I will never forget it. He 
said, "Believe me, Colonel, I did everything to prevent this war that was forced upon me. I could use 
anything but war. I had so many plans that I had made during my lifetime for the future security of the 
Greater German Reich and for the happiness of my people. 

Reich and for the happiness of my fellow citizens. You can see for yourself how I have to steal the time 
to let Professor Giesler come at least now and then to discuss with him the construction plans for Linz, 
which are particularly close to my heart. I am not a destroyer at the bottom of my being, I am an 
architect in the sense of a creative artist and I still have so many fundamental things in mind that should 
give the Reich its own style for the next century, corresponding to its inner greatness and its bravery for 
the fight that it must now wage alone against the destruction of our occidental values for Europe. Much 
will have to be left undone. Every day that this murderous war now lasts longer, takes away one more 
possibility for me to complete these, my mighty undertakings. Only external circumstances and 
compulsion have made me put on the field-grey uniform, which is the dearest to my whole being, but 
which deprives me of my actual tasks. For this war, imposed on me by the hypocrites Roosevelt and 
Churchill with their Jewish backers, now requires all my strength in order to spare Germany and the 
Occident total annihilation by the all-destroying criminal Soviet system. I wanted a peaceful settlement 
with Poland. No German statesman before me could have afforded to make such a generous offer as I 
did. He would have been chased away by the German people. A peaceful solution of this question would 
have been quite possible. But England did not want a peaceful solution, although I was seriously 
prepared to guarantee her Empire, which I admired. It was short-sighted and megalomaniac. It wanted 
blood at all costs. Not only at the time of the establishment of the protectorate, but already after Munich 
it became clearer to me from month to month that the well-known warmongers around Churchill" he 
mentioned names that have slipped my mind, only Halifax has remained in my memory "Were gaining 
influence and were leaving no stone 

unturned in order to be able to start their desired war at the first opportunity. The Poles, acting in their 
big-man addiction without any reason, were only destined to provoke the war under all circumstances 
and to snub me, after the British guarantee had been forced upon them, which for the Poles was a carte 


blanche against all reason. The sharper of this whole criminal game since Munich was Mr. Roosevelt, 
who allowed himself to be proclaimed a crusader and abused by his Jewish environment. When I saw 
that England under Chamberlain, who certainly wanted something else, could not and would not resist 
this Jewish-American pressure and that, on the contrary, the Poles, who in their delusions of grandeur 
not only dreamed of a march on Berlin, but were planning it, did not call for reason, but watched 
unmoved as German comrades were expelled, deported and brutally murdered by the tens of thousands, 
I had no choice but to put an end to this criminal goings-on. I did that thoroughly and with lightning 
speed. Immediately after the end of the fighting I appealed to the reason of England and France. But 
unfortunately in vain. Men like Roosevelt and Churchill will not come to their senses until Germany, 
and with it Europe, is a shambles and England's Empire goes under the hammer." He then added 
further, "Had I not burned out the peace-disturbing Polish cancer in 1939, we would certainly have met 
the same fate in 1943 at the latest, after the recognizable march of the allies, which we must now 
experience in 1944 (autumn). For the plans for the annihilation of Germany had been a done deal since 
Munich." I gathered from Hitler's remarks that, despite the unfinished state of the German Wehrmacht, 
he had accepted the risk of a lightning preventive war against Poland in order either to achieve the 
possibility of continuing his peace policy by eliminating this number one danger spot or to gain time in 
order to be able to face a possibly later forced war under better conditions. For nobody knew better than 
Hitler what the embryonic state of our armaments was in September 1939. Nothing had been done for a 
stockpile economy for a longer war. Our heavy industry was 80% dependent on iron and manganese 
imports. Stocks of important raw materials such as copper, iron ore, gasoline, oil, and rubber were such 
in August 1939 that they were sufficient for only 3 to 6 months. There was no central economic 
administration of the armed forces that could oversee the various requirements for materials and draw 
up lists of requirements accordingly. The production of ammunition and bombs was extremely low, and 
supplies lasted only 3 months. There was no efficient armament industry at all. The requirements for 
rearmament, which had been necessary until then, were essentially covered by the sparsely existing war 
industry. Hardly any new factories were built. The Reichsbahn's fleet of locomotives and cars was far 
below the level of 1914, and large sectors of the economy had nothing to do with war production. From 
the distribution of the labor force, it can be seen that the situation had remained surprisingly stable since 
1925. Major regroupings had occurred only in favor of agriculture and the civil service. There was no 
concentration of investment in such sectors of the economy as had to do with economic preparations for 
war. In 1937, civilian consumption, investment in consumer goods industries, and government spending 
for peaceful purposes equaled or exceeded earlier highs. There can be no question of a rearmament 
program so extensive as to have prevented a fundamental revival of civilian production. In the volume 
of imports, food imports grew more than raw material imports in 1937-1938, with the result that the 
composition of imports in 1938 was almost the same as in 1929. The reason for this neglected armaments 
industry was related to Hitler's reluctance to demand greater sacrifices from the population. Likewise, 
Hitler refused to make up for budget deficits by raising taxes. In addition, priority was given to 
construction projects that had been substantially inspired by Hitler. German finance under Dr. Hjalmar 
Schacht, unlike that of the Western democracies, could be described as decidedly sound and 
conservative. Public borrowing as today did not exist. Expenditures were covered to 80% by tax income. 
In 1933, public spending amounted to 15 billion Reichsmarks; in 1938, it rose to 39 billion. But at the 
same time, the gross national product rose from 59 to 105 billion. There was only a slight increase in 
prices. The level of German consumer consumption and investment in 1938 was higher than in the peak 
year of 1929. The only exaggerated statement about spending on our armaments was made by Hitler on 
September 1, 1939, when he put it at 90 billion before the Reichstag. Only 55 billion was spent on 
actual armaments, of which 16 billion was spent in the last year before the outbreak of war, which 


corresponds to about 15% of the gross national product. For reasons of deterrence for the British and 
French, Hitler had included all expenditures not related to armaments, such as land purchases, barracks 
road construction pp. The armament expenditures of the United States in the last year of peace were far 
higher than in Germany, so that it is a lie to speak of a woefully unprepared American armament. The 
Federal Republic of Germany today spends far more on its armaments than Hitler ever did in peacetime. 
It stands today much more powerful and efficient than the German Wehrmacht before the outbreak of 
war, both in terms of its human and material reserves and in terms of equipment. Whether it is also 
spiritually and energetically so, I dare to doubt, given the intellectual education methods that are 
common in the Federal Republic alone. At the very least, it lacks the faith of a stirring idea and the 
revolutionary momentum as well as the toughness of the Wehrmacht coupled with assertiveness. The 
successes of the German Wehrmacht, surprising and marveled at in world history, were due to other 
factors, despite their lack of equipment. It was not material superiority, but exemplary soldierly spirit 
and bold leadership that was able to bring the limited resources available to bear at the right time, in the 
right place and with the necessary concentration. Trust and lived comradeship between officer and crew 
and a firm belief in the just cause of our struggle played the decisive role. We were the first European 
soldiers, together with the volunteer units from all European countries, who had recognized the hour of 
the time and gave their blood for the existence of Europe just like the German soldiers. It is symbolic 
that Berlin and the Reich Chancellery were defended by French volunteers who did not ask whether 
the war was lost or not. In conclusion, at the beginning of the war there were no German operational 
plans against either France or England. On the German side there were never 

There were never any plans on the German side to bomb the civilian population and the open cities. 
This was reserved for the democratic world-glorifiers in America and England. Since the mid-twenties 
there had been studies in England of German industry with the intention of strategic air attacks. The 
Americans, too, were prepared for entry into the European air war with a list that included 124 targets 
from the power generation, transportation, and fuel industries, and 30 targets from the aviation and light 
metals industries. Details for the bomber units designated to carry out the attacks had been established in 
the United States and England before the Hit166 ler in 1932. (U.S. Navy August 1956 No. 8 p. 873). 
The actual rearmament in Germany happened only during the war, when after the repeated peace 
efforts we had no other choice and had to arm of necessity, demonstrably even too late to meet the 
needs of the war, which had assumed worldwide proportions, even to some extent. The "Wehrmacht" 
always had to improvise and be satisfied with what could be supplied. But this was always too little. A 
noticeable relief came only when we benefited from foreign raw materials and the armaments industry 
in the occupied territories. When I and my Ia (1st General Staff Officer), who later became General 
Reidel (Bundeswehr), personally reported to Hitler in the Reich Chancellery in Berlin in November 
1944 for the Ardennes offensive with my excellently equipped Panzer Leader Escort Brigade, Hitler 
spoke to me and my Ia for half an hour, outlining my special task. On this occasion I heard from him 
figures about our present armament production, which had reached its peak. He spoke of a monthly 
production of 1200 airplanes and mentioned the jet machines now ready for production, which we were 
the first in the world to produce, and of now 2000 tanks. From this enormous increase in production in 
relation to that at the beginning of the war, one can see how little Germany was equipped at the 
beginning of the war. The area around Auschwitz was one of the required armament centers. For this 
reason alone, the legend of the planned murder of Jews carried out there is nonsensical. These camps 
served the war production necessary for survival. From the above, any layman can see that we were 
never prepared for a prolonged war and thus were not bellicose, let alone had any plans of conquest. All 
assertions to the contrary are malicious slander and absolute lies, of which all those are also guilty who 
still assert such things today. The same applies to the propagation of the assertion that Germany has been 


feverishly rearming since 1933 in order to remedy the economic crisis. Those who do so must accept the 
reproach not only of not having read all the historical studies, especially those of our former opponents, 
but they are also guilty of continuing to make their criminal contribution to the systematic incitement 
of nations. There has been no German rearmament threatening peace. It is therefore time for a German 
government to state this officially. If this does not happen, I can only assume that it is either afraid of its 
own courage or wants to continue to make use of lies out of concern that one day it will have to revoke 
before the people many things that have been done on the basis of demonizing the past for the sake of its 
own image. What is a sovereign state allowed to do, according to the moralists? Is it allowed to arm 
itself for self-defense? As we can see, all but the Germans are "allowed" to do so. Germany was 
surrounded and antagonized by highly armed states, far more armed, committed to each other by 
military alliances. The Reich government had "not established a single weapons factory" during the 
entire time it was in office. Nevertheless, those powers which themselves exploited "world empires" 
accused it of striving for world domination, of conspiring against peace, and of being guilty of criminal 
planning. "All facts which contradict the thesis of a ‘conspiracy against world peace! are explained 
without further ado - one is never at a loss for justifications - with 'dilettantism' of the conspirators. 
Perhaps Hitler would have escaped this reproach of 'dilettantism', if he had laid out like the United 
States after the Second World War for 75% of all strategic material reserves for 3-5 years and had 
established himself in 69 countries of the globe or in more than 2200 individual bases all over the world 
not to mention the Soviet Union as an even more impressive example." (Udo Walendy "Truth for 
Germany" according to statements of the head of the Office of Armament Mobilization, A. Fleming, in 
an interview with the magazine "US News and World Report"). Hitler never wanted war. He had long 
been convinced that he could achieve his limited demands peacefully, with considerable concessions, by 
voluntary relinquishments of old-established German lands. He would almost have succeeded, had not 
English and Polish unreasonableness prevented it. This did not exclude the possibility that, if forced to 
do so, he would not avoid a fight with the sword. This was the general view of sovereign states at that 
time. The colonial powers, which fought more than ten times as many wars as the German Reich, were 
excellent models for this. One will probably have to agree with the opinion of Otto MeiBner, then 
Secretary of State, who had served many Reich Presidents before, when one reads in his memoirs: "One 
will probably come closest to the truth if one applies the expression 'dolus eventualis' to Hitler's attitude 
and his will, ie.., if one assumes that he did not want and plan war from the outset, but foresaw it as 
possible and, if 168 his aims could not be achieved by other means, was also determined to wage war in 
order to achieve his aim. " Such a view differs in nothing from the views of other statesmen of the time 
and does not justify any condemnation, especially when the vital rights of a nation are at stake. The 
historical blame for a failed peaceful settlement and the war-mongering clearly lies in the illogic of 
British policy, which should actually have been primarily directed at the preservation of the Empire and 
was thus more than stretched to capacity. But England believed that it had to additionally act as the 
world's policeman on the European continent. With its unfortunate policy of "balance of power", 
England always opposed the strongest continental power. Because its own strength was insufficient, it 
had to go in America's wake. But because this double-track policy exceeded its own strength, England 
lost everything, the mastery of the world's oceans and thus its empire. At the same time, as an island and 
peripheral state of Europe, it lost its decisive influence on this continent. If this Second World War, 
after Hitler's futile labor of love for England and the preservation of its Empire, has had one positive 
result, it is the ending of the rivalry between Germany and France and the beginning of genuine 
friendship between these two European cultural nations, which, in the interest of the survival of Europe 
and thus of its Western spirit, must lead to a politically unbreakable bloc of two fatherlands, which 
England cannot prevent. The guilt of a bloodthirsty Churchill regarding his caused careless break-up of 


Germany and Europe avenges itself bitterly. He believed in complete overestimation of his own 
possibilities, in his gambling nature, to be able to harness Bolshevism for English interests and became 
himself its victim, but unfortunately also Europe, which thanks to his policy now stands again where 
Charlemagne began 1200 years ago. I am sure that such people will be ostracized before history one day. 
The whole successful Germanization and cultivation has been undone by him. Today the Soviets and 
with them the Slavs are 50 km from Hamburg and with them the gate to England. The award of the 
Charlemagne Prize to Churchill on the part of the Federal Republic seems to me in this context 
downright grotesque and a bad joke of world history. But it also proves the Federal Republic's lack of 
history. Nor was the much-vaunted British policy as wise as it was always made out to be. 169 This 
British policy of balancing forces was a bankrupt policy for England and Europe. England overlooked 
the fact that as an industrial nation it was only in 5th place after the USA, the Soviet Union, Germany 
and Japan. This was one of the reasons for an unhealthy misguided speculation of English diplomatic 
activities accompanied by signs of decay. France put itself in danger only because it did not have the 
strength to free itself from the tow of English blackmail at that time. A second equilibrium politician 
was the Polish Foreign Minister Beck, who also felt himself a master in this field and was so 
megalomaniac as to be able to play this role between Germany and the Soviet Union thanks to the 
English guarantee policy. As late as August 6, 1939, it would have been possible for him to moderate 
himself. "It was not too late for him to come to a settlement with Hitler on highly advantageous terms 
with Poland 

to come. It was demonstrably Beck who, at the instigation of England, closed his mind to further 
negotiations, not Hitler!" "As a bulwark against Bolshevism, Poland had a unique and valuable mission 
to fulfill in Europe. Its attachment to Halifax's war policy was the decisive obstacle to which this 
mission failed in 1939." (Hoggan p. 557) 170 IV, CHAPTER BREAKING THE TIES OF 
VERSAILLES AND ST. GERMAIN The annexation of Austria Austria is historically, according to its 
culture, its language and its whole thinking and feeling, a purely German 'country. It was established in 
803 by Charlemagne as Ostmark, and for over 1000 years it bore the name Ostreich. From 1276 to 1918 
the Habsburgs ruled there, who, in connection with the German imperial crown, gained world- 
historical weight through various marriages and hereditary fraternizations. Vienna was the capital of the 
empire for almost 500 years. Under Metternich, Austria, when Veneto and Lombardy were still part of 
it, was a major European power. After the battles between Austria and Prussia in Bohemia and Moravia, 
which also belonged to Austria, Austria left the German Empire and founded the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy a year later. After the assassination of the Austrian heir to the throne in Sarajevo, Germany 
was obliged by treaty to fight alongside Austria in the First World War, which was triggered by this act. 
After the war, the Austro-Hungarian monarchy was dissolved by the Treaties of Trianon and St. 
Germain. Just as by Versailles, a functioning economic area was destroyed by arbitrary borders. National 
committees, often representing only minorities, appeared everywhere when the monarchy was dissolved 
and asserted their claims to cession. This affected both Hungary, which was becoming independent, and 
Austria. The latter lost its access to the Adriatic through the loss of Istria, Trieste and Gorizia, as well as 
Dalmatia, Tyrol, Bohemia and Moravia, Silesia, Galicia and Buchenland. In the regulation of the 
borders between the peoples of the former Dual Monarchy, as well as the borders between the new 
states and Germany, the right of self-determination of the peoples was trampled underfoot worse than 
anywhere else. The victorious nations, France in particular, had almost maliciously set out to create a 
source of unrest for the future in their own power-political interests in a less than statesmanlike manner. 
Inevitably, the disastrous consequences for a future Europe could not be avoided. The Austro- 
Hungarian state was once the political key in Central Europe. Under the diplomatically skilful 
leadership of the Habsburgs, its strongly intergrown peoples had filled this area with life and, moreover, 


had driven the Turks, who had reached the gates of Vienna, back to the southern edge of the 
Carpathians after Prince Eugene had crushed them at Zenta in 1697 and thus halted their advance into 
Europe, much as Charles Martell had stopped the Arabs at Portier in 732. As a bulwark of Europe, 
Vienna had also fulfilled its historical function by pushing Ottoman invaders back into Asia. Just as 
Austria-Hungary always fulfilled its historical mission as a .bulwark of the South against the Slavs, so it 
was Germany's historical mission in the North. To have misjudged and disregarded this important 
mission for Europe is the historical crime of France and England committed at Versailles and St. 
Germain, which ultimately led to the momentous result to the detriment of Europe after the Second 
World War. This responsibility weighs heavily on England and France. The face of Europe has been 
fundamentally changed by this misguided planning. Today, both powers, together with the loser of the 
war, Germany, 

must answer for this within the framework of NATO. On October 21, 1918, as a result of St. Germain, 
the 200 deputies of the Reichsrat established the dissolution of the old Austrian state and constituted a 
provisional National Assembly. On October 30, the German-Austrian Republic was proclaimed, and on 
November 12, 1918, the National Assembly unanimously decided to annex Austria to the German 
Reich. The reunification with Germany, however, was forbidden by the Allies, as was the name 
German Austria. Article 88 of the Treaty of Versailles had declared Austria's independence to be 
indispensable and forbade direct or indirect annexation to any other country without the consent of the 
League of Nations. This was also demanded after all members of the National Council had declared 
themselves in favor of the Anschluss. Similarly, as the preamble to the Constitution of the Federal 
Republic calls for the reunification of Germany, the Weimar Constitution of August 11, 1919 had also 
enshrined in Article 6 the admission of Austrian representatives to the Bundesrat, insofar as Austria 
would be annexed to the Reich 172. Again, on 22.10.1919, the Allies told the Germans that such 
provisions were contrary to Article 88. The Germans replied that there could be no question of carrying 
out this annexation without the consent of the League of Nations; this consent, however, could not be 
omitted in view of the right of peoples to self-determination, one of the fundamental principles of the 
League of Nations. The Weimar Constitution was not amended. The victors had to swallow this 
declaration. Even the Social Democratic Federal Chancellor Karl Renner declared on September 6, 1919 
in the Vienna National Assembly "German-Austria will never renounce to consider the reunification 
with the German Reich as the goal of its peaceful policy". In 1920/21 elections were scheduled in 
Styria, Carinthia, Tyrol and Salzburg, 99% of which were in favor of annexation to Germany. France 
was shocked and banned further elections. But how did the former Socialists of France judge the 
significance of the Austro-Hungarian order on a resolution of the National Council of July 13 and 14, 
1919: "This treaty is born of the most shameful abuse of secret diplomacy that has ever existed. It openly 
tramples on the right of self-determination of nations, it leads whole peoples into slavery. It multiplies 
the danger of war, it is accompanied by violent measures against the liberation movements not only in 
Russia and Hungary, but in all the countries of the former Habsburg Empire, in the whole Orient the 
conflict with Israel and the Palestinians also has its origin in the former peace treaties and in Germany. 
Under no circumstances can it receive the approval of the socialists. Before the country, before the 
International and before history, it states that the treaties need not only a partial revision, but a complete 
reorganization." Similarly warning, and pointing to possible consequences for the future, is a speech by 
Otto Bauer to the Austrian National Assembly on 7. June 1919: "If German Bohemia and the 
Sudetenland are handed over to Czechoslovakia, not only will three and a half million Germans be 
deprived of their right to self-determination, not only will Austria lose its coal mines, almost its entire 
textile industry, its glassworks and its porcelain factories, not only will our productive capacity, our 
national heritage, our national heritage, our economic and financial power will suffer a loss of more than 


50%, but also a state will be created in the middle of Europe, which will be the scene of the wildest 
nationality fights, the hearth for German, Hungarian, Polish irredentism, a source of permanent enmity 
between 173 bordering peoples, a perpetual danger for peace. We are unable to prevent it, but once 
again, at the last minute, we are sounding a warning cry." The inevitable consequences of such a 
disorganized criminal policy of dismemberment, with its visible dangers for the future, could hardly be 
more clearly pointed out. The Allies had been warned, so they had to be aware of their responsibility. 
The same nations which were warned so forcefully at that time of the incalculable consequences of such 
a rape have neither the moral nor the historical right to blame us Germans, for the second time, for a 
world war. Guilty are the authors of such perverse and criminal treaties. If today German governments, 
as well as large parts of our re-educated people, join the chorus of the victors, it is contemptible. They 
are not worthy of being taken seriously and are guilty of deliberately concealing the truth and 
undermining the honor of the German nation. Thus came what was bound to come. Deprived of its aid, 
isolated in foreign policy and considered a vassal state by France, the economic situation became more 
and more desperate. The country became a huge warehouse without buyers. Even Renner's attempt in 
the fall of 1922 to push forward the annexation to the Reich as the only solution under the guarantee of 
the League of Nations was again made impossible by France. The same happened with the German- 
Austrian customs union planned for 1931. Thus, the internal political situation became more and more 
difficult, similar to the last Weimar years. While Germany had to be governed authoritatively with 
emergency decrees, in Austria it was believed that the crises, unrest, danger of civil war and social 
misery could be countered with the "Vaterlandische Front" (Patriotic Front), with the exclusion of all 
parties. 

Front" with the exclusion of all parties. This was undoubtedly a dictatorship that also believed it could 
govern with emergency laws. There had been no elections from 1932 until reunification in 1938. The 
foreign policy situation was no less desperate. The only friendly relations were with Mussolini's Italy. 
Then, when Austria backed Italy during the Abyssinia War, relations with England deteriorated visibly. 
France, at the time, was beset by popular-front governments that saw no reason to help a Catholic, 
authoritarian system. It confined itself merely to watching out and having a say. Thus, it was not 
surprising that a pronounced anti-French sentiment became more and more prevalent in 174 Austria. In 
March 1933, the constitution had been suspended by a coup d'état. At that time, Dollfu8 ruled over the 
heads of the people, and Austria has not been considered a "peaceful democratic state" ever since. Even 
in 1935, under his successor Schuschnigg, little changed. Only across the border in Germany one saw 
the disappearance of the unemployed, the boosted economy, the general inner satisfaction and the 
beginning of certain prosperity. While on the one hand the Austrian population was confronted daily 
with their own economic misery and with the often civil war-like conditions, "they" over there had to 
experience progress, satisfaction and enthusiasm in their brother nation. Every German vacationer was 
more or less a propagandist for his homeland. The government also felt the "internal pressure", especially 
since more and mote citizens illegally joined the NSDAP. As a result of this development, an agreement 
was reached between Hitler and Dr. Schuschnigg on July 11, 1936, which, as a balance of interests 
between the two countries, included a revival of economic and cultural exchange, the recognition of 
independence and the renunciation of interference in the internal affairs of the respective country. In 
terms of foreign policy, it was agreed that Austria would regard itself as a German state. For this reason, 
an exchange of newspapers was agreed upon and a cessation of mutual political party campaigns. In 
order to stimulate travel, the "thousand-mark ban" was lifted. In addition, the Austrian government 
undertook to issue an amnesty for those persecuted for political reasons and to restore the "National 
Opposition" to government responsibility. On Hitler's part, this agreement was quite sincere and in the 
interest of both countries. Likewise, a referendum on reunification was to be scheduled within an 


unspecified time, from which Hitler hoped to obtain a majority of at least 70% of all votes cast. The 
consequence of this agreement, which was welcomed by the Austrian people, was that travel was greatly 
stimulated by German vacationers, with every German naturally becoming a propagandist for his 
National Socialist-minded people. Swastika flags were seen on bicycles and cars, and people referred 
with a certain pride to the progress of events at all levels in their homeland. The Austrian newspapers 
were hardly read in the Reich, but all the more the Austrians studied the German papers, which at that 
time had a completely different aura than today newspapers 175 from the Federal Republic to the GDR, 
which one cannot convince with our anarchistic freedom and the confession of the old-established 
capitalism. When then almost 16000 prisoners, most of them National Socialists, were released, they of 
course did not reveal their convictions and brought additional difficulties to the authoritarian 
government of Schuschnigg, which could in no way reduce the high unemployment figures and the 
inner insecurity. In wide circles of the population, there was great disaffection due to the government's 
repressive measures. Moreover, it became increasingly clear that the Austrian government was trying to 
interpret the agreement reached with Hitler differently. For the latter, the emphasis of the treaty was on 
the recognition of sovereignty and mutual non-interference promised by Germany. As a result, it came 
under increasing pressure from its own people, also in connection with the difference in economic 
development at home and in Germany. Also, contrary to the agreement, the opposition was not allowed 
to participate in the government, and there was no talk of a referendum at all, because 

that would have meant the end of its own government. This was the situation in December 1937, for 
example, when Schuschnigg again suggested a meeting and personal discussion with Hitler, which was 
conveyed through the German ambassador in Vienna, von Papen. Hitler was delighted with this and 
affirmed the proposal. Dr. Schuschnigg was invited by Hitler to Berchtesgaden on February 12. 
Schuschnigg had previously secured the agreement of the respective ambassadors of the Italians, the 
British and the French. According to statements by von Papens in his book "Der Wahrheit eine Gasse," 
Hitler attached particular importance to establishing a German-conscious, domestically peaceful and 
economically sensible policy in these agreements. He was by no means concerned with the annexation of 
Austria, as has often been claimed. Thus, he by no means insisted on allowing the NSDAP back into 
Austria. He was merely concerned to ensure that its leading supporters were not excluded from the 
united party, the "Vaterlandische Front," as they had been until then, and thus inevitably driven into a 
kind of illegality. Today, jHitler is often assumed to have exerted a certain "pressure" on Schuschnigg 
during these negotiations by calling in some generals during a break. We know from von Papen, 
however, that Hitler had Schuschnigg tell him that German officers would be present on the day of the 
planned meeting. Thus, 176 Schuschnigg also appeared alongside his Foreign Minister, Dr. Guido 
Schmidt, accompanied by several officers. The topics of negotiation and the proposals had been prepared 
and determined by correspondence, as was customary. The outcome of the negotiations actually showed 
only minor differences in the views of the two statesmen. Only on the question of the replacement of 
the Interior Ministry and the police did Schuschnigg have to make some concessions. This, too, emerges 
from a report by Ambassador von Papen, which was prepared two days later. From this it appears that 
Schuschnigg had expressed his profound impression of the person of Hitler and had been satisfied with 
the outcome of the negotiations. To his police director, Skubl, Schuschnigg had said of Hitler that "he 
had something of a seer". The parleys had been conducted by Hitler with the utmost politeness. He had 
merely emphatically pointed out to his interlocutor his moral obligation as common Germans 
responsible to a greater whole. He had also asked that Herr SeyB-Inquart be appointed Minister of the 
Interior. Furthermore, in return for a speech by Schuschnigg on German radio, a speech by Hitler 
through radio to the Austrians was agreed upon. Schuschnigg had stipulated three days for the 
negotiated agreements to come into effect, as he felt obliged to consult with his government. On 


February 15, Hitler received word from the Austrian government that the Berchtesgaden agreements 
had been accepted and that the individual political clauses had already been carried out. For Hitler, 
compliance with the agreements was a matter of course. He even went a step further, in the interest of 
reducing tensions, and ordered party leader Leopold to Germany to rule out any illegal activity by the 
NSDAP. He also insisted on letting the other collaborators come to the Reich. To them all he meant 
that now their activities were nonsensical, he was interested in a revolutionary course, the result of 
which could not be foreseen, but did not exclude a certain automaticity to solve the problems. Hitler 
was satisfied and waited dispassionately for things to develop further. Conversely, in discussions with his 
"Fatherland Front," Schuschnigg had gone so far as to portray the results of the Berchtesgaden meeting 
as his personal success. He also gave instructions to his ambassadors that there was no cause for any alarm 
on account of his negotiations with Hitler and that the result was to be regarded as positive. 177 Hitler 
gave his Reichstag speech on February 20, 1938, which Schuschnigg had announced beforehand, and 
declared with regard to Austria: "In connection with the easing of tension in relations, a great 
pacification should occur through a general amnesty and a better understanding between the two states 
through a now closer friendly relationship in the various fields of a political, personal and factual 
economic cooperation. All this is an addition to the agreement of July 11, 1936." "I wish at this point to 
express before the German people my sincere thanks to the Austrian Chancellor for the great 
understanding and warm-hearted willingness with which he accepted my invitation and endeavored, 
together with me, to find a way which would be as much in the interests of the two countries 

as in the interest of the entire German people, that entire German people whose sons we all are, no 
matter where the cradle of our homeland stood." Anthony Eden, as England's present Foreign Secretary, 
stated in the House of Commons on February 17 and 18 "that no request for advice and assistance from 
Vienna had been received in London either before or after the Berchtesgaden meeting.... Austria, 
according to the information at my disposal, sought to settle her relations with the German Reich at 
Berchtesgaden in what we can hope was a favorable and lasting manner by way of an immediate, 
thorough discussion between the heads of government of the two states without the slightest shock." 
Similarly, the London Times had commented on February 14 and again a few days later, "There is no 
occasion to quarrel over an agreement with which the Fiihrer, the Duce, and Herr Schuschnigg are 
apparently satisfied... Basically, a close understanding between the two German states is the most natural 
thing in the world. One of the most unreasonable artificial constructions of the peace treaties was the 
prohibition of the incorporation of Austria into the Reich. The birds return to their nest, Austria can 
never be anti-German." The resignation of British Foreign Secretary Eden on February 20, 1938, was 
therefore all the more astonishing. He justified his resignation on the grounds that the British 
government was too lenient with regard to its policy on Italy and Austria. This was all the more 
astonishing since he had made the above reasonable statement to the House of Commons just two days 
earlier. France, too, sent word to the Austrian government through its ambassador in Vienna that it 
"regarded the independence of Austria as indispensable to the peace and stability of Europe." It 178 was 
pretended that Schuschnigg had been put under pressure, and efforts were made, together with 
England, to arrange a joint action in favor of Austria. The French, English and American press also 
intervened and informed the Austrians of "the first act of the tragedy." The whole thing was aimed at 
directed uncertainty and pressure on the government and population. Similarly, the papal nuncio in 
Vienna intervened and had rumors spread that Chancellor Schuschnigg was thinking of resigning. 
Schuschnigg himself was pressed to admit that he had been blackmailed by Hitler. This example is 
typical of many events to come. The so-called free press is not a free press; it is paid for and receives 
instructions from those who have power and can dispose of it. This is still the case today. In this respect, 
the press in the Third Reich was cleaner, more decent and more truthful, despite certain restrictions; 


above all, it was never allowed to incite against foreigners and used a correct tone. K. v. Schuschnigg 
writes in "A Requiem in Red and White" page 59 f. and 110 f.: "Where did the knowledge come from? 
It was said that the Intelligence Service was largely and accurately in the picture about the place. The 
voting attempts that Dr. Schmidt, Foreign Minister, and myself made to prevent any sensational 
reporting were visibly met with no particular credence. The economic barometer reacted: fearful 
withdrawals from savings banks and bank cancellations of foreign companies. The mail inflow increased 
to thousands of telegrams and letters. Alarm signals, especially from Styria. Cassandra calls were far 
more than the optimistic forecasts. Day after day, savings banks and banks reported withdrawals of 
several million shillings. From abroad, especially from overseas, came considerable stornis. The 
foreigners were leaving. Thus, a situation slowly developed that became untenable in terms of domestic 
and foreign policy. In terms of foreign policy, mainly in terms of economic policy, because a situation 
threatened to arise that would bring all the disadvantages without the advantages of an 'Anschluss', 
namely a boycott from abroad without the correction by the large, unified economic area." Here, too, 
the irresponsible behavior of a so-called free press was expressed, a controlled press that exhausted itself 
in scaremongering and slander instead of recognizing its responsibility for reassuring and balancing 
reporting. A more massive contempt regarding the right of self-determination of free peoples and the 
violation of non-interference in the internal affairs of foreign peoples could hardly be surpassed. 179 
Under this obvious political and economic pressure from outside and warnings from the press, as well as 
after the nervous chamber debates, Schuschnigg had to come to some political decision. But instead of 
now coordinating with Hitler or offering his resignation, he did the stupidest thing he could do. He 
distanced himself from his own agreements with Hitler and let this be known in secret. On February 24, 
he made a radio speech before the parliament, which had not been elected by anyone, to the effect that 
Austria, with the concessions of Berchtesgaden, had gone as far as the borders where we must stop and 
say, "Up to here and no further! And as if deliberately challenging Hitler, he declares that Austria will 
never give up its independence. He closes his speech 

with the words: "Red-White-Red until death. "(K. Zentner "Illustrierte Geschichte des Zweiten 
Weltkrieges" p. 40) Apart from this obvious snub of Hitler, Schuschnigg now also faced an aggravation 
of the domestic political situation, which was expressed by demonstrations and refusals of obedience by 
large sections of the civil service and other groups. Even within the "Vaterlindische Front," 
despondency increased, so that the disputes took on almost civil-war-like forms. The situation was 
further aggravated by Schuschnigg, who on March 9 unconstitutionally scheduled a referendum for 
March 13, 1939. This referendum was deliberately very unclearly worded, had separatist tendencies and 
could hardly be carried out in the short time available. The text read: "For a free and German, 
independent and social, for a Christian and united Austria! For peace and work and the equal rights of 
all who profess the nation and the fatherland." This was really a turning point for Hitler, and it 
amounted to an outright breach of the agreements. Hitler now had to feel snubbed and could by no 
means accept this without being humiliated. "The vote is set for next Sunday, March 13. A country 
which has been ruled authoritatively for five years, in which there has been no democratic election for 
six years, in which there are neither electoral rolls nor democratic parties, is to hold a vote within a few 
days which claims to be accepted by world public opinion as an irrefutable, legal avowal which can no 
longer be doubted.... A government confronts the people after four years of excluding the majority of 
180 them from all political activity. The idea is madness." (H. Andies "Der Staat, den keiner wollte" p. 
550) Here Schuschnigg had probably galloped considerably and proved to be a less than wise statesman. 
Nevertheless, Hitler still tried to build a bridge by demanding a real referendum on March 10, which 
was to take place three to four weeks later after sufficient preparation. When this proposal was also 
rejected, Hitlernun finally felt compelled to act. AJ. P. Taylor "The origins of the second World war" 


writes on page 146f.: "After the behavior of Dr. Schuschnigg, Hitler had either to act or be humiliated... 
The crisis of March 1938 was provoked by Schuschnigg, not by Hitler. There were no German 
preparations, neither military nor diplomatic. Everything was improvised in a few days!" H. 
Siindermann "The Third Reich" reports on pages 150-154: "Throughout March 10, 1938, people in 
Berlin still believed that by changing the date and text of the vote they could open a way out that would 
allow the Berchtesgaden policy to continue with Schuschnigg after all. Consideration for Mussolini 
alone prompted Hitler to stick to the previous concept with the tenacity of which he was capable in 
such situations... From the diary of the later Colonel General Jodl we know that Hitler did not sign the 
military document ordering a military deployment under the heading of Operation Otto! until noon on 
March 11, 1938, in the event of an intervention in Austria." Hitler found himself in a difficult situation. 
On the one hand, he was aware of the alarming press reports from abroad; on the other hand, the 
domestic situation in Austria was coming to a head toward a civil war that could no longer be ruled out 
by the fact that Schuschnigg suddenly cancelled the referendum on March 11, but at the same time 
ordered unusual security measures and a ban on going out at night. With these measures, Schuschnigg 
drew the displeasure of most of the population, so that internal unrest was to be expected. At that time, 
more than 40,000 Austrians were already in Germany as political refugees. Under no circumstances, 
however, did Hitler want civil war-like conditions, nor a coup d'état by the National Socialists living 
there, who would then have demanded the Anschluss on their own. Hitler could infer from the foreign 
press agitation that France and England would only intervene if the Austrian 

Government would feel that it had been raped by Germany. But it was precisely this sudden 
cancellation of the referendum and the parallel security measures ordered with it that were intended to 
181 create the impression that all this was a consequence of pressure exerted by the German Reich 
government. For Hitler, however, this meant an extremely serious threat of outside interference. Hitler 
was well aware of the "arguments within the Committee in the House of Commons, "That now and 
here the fight against Hitler was to be taken up if only the slightest encouragement was given."" 
Churchill's customary fanfare, "It is now time to call a halt," was also part of the orchestra's music. Even 
if the shawm sounds did not come from the British government, which under Chamberlain conducted 
an appeasement (pacification) policy, they were to be taken seriously, especially since the morbid French 
security policy thrived on the "encirclement" of Germany and corresponding military alliances had been 
concluded. On the other hand, he was aware of the views of the British ambassador in Berlin, which 
could almost be taken as encouragement "that his government makes no secret of its desire to see 
Germany and Austria united in one state." (Ribbentrop "Conspiracy against Peace" p. 159) How little 
this situation was foreseeable for Hitler is proven by his instruction to General von Manstein on March 
10 to draft an operational plan for the immediate invasion of Austria without mobilization. Here, too, it 
is historically ascertainable that Hitler did not cause the political discord. It had come to him completely 
by surprise. Like once Bismarck, he seized the situation opened to him by fate. It was not a long- 
prepared plan, as people today always try to make it out to be. It was a hasty, decisive improvisation. 
Nor was this an act of aggression, but a necessary inner-German measure to prevent bloodshed and 
restore tolerable, normal conditions for the benefit of German unity. As even the contradictory 
Churchill had written in his memoirs published in 1952: "The second great tragedy was the complete 
breakup of the Austro-Hungarian Empire by the Treaties of St. Germain and Trianon. For centuries this 
last remnant of the Holy Roman Empire had enabled a great number of peoples, to the advantage of 
trade and security, to live together, and none of these peoples possessed in our time the strength or vital 
energy to stand alone against the pressure of a resurgent Germany or Russia. All of these peoples had a 
desire to break away from the structure of the federal state or empire, and the promotion of these 
aspirations was considered a liberal policy. The Balkanization of southeastern Europe proceeded apace, 


182 at the same time increasing the relative power of Prussia and the German Empire, which was 
unscathed and superior to its individual neighbors, albeit depleted and riddled with the marks of war. 
There is not a single nation or province of the Habsburg Empire to which the attainment of 
independence would not have brought the torments envisaged by the ancient poets and theologians for 
the damned of hell. The noble capital of Vienna, the home of so great a long-defended culture and 
tradition, the junction of so many roads, waterways, and railroads, lay miserable and starving like a 
mighty department store in an impoverished neighborhood, most of whose inhabitants had moved 
away." (p. 24) Here, for once, Churchill speaks the truth. If Churchill had only stood up for this at all 
times, there would have been neither war nor a destruction of Europe, and if he had had the courage to 
make such subsequent findings before the international military tribunal at Nuremberg, honorable 
German men would not have been hanged and we Germans would not have been ostracized a second 
time as the sole culprits of the wars. What do you mean by "sanctity" of the treaties! Versailles, St. 
Germain and Trianon were never signed voluntarily, but only under brutal coercion, i.e. they were 
extorted. They were immoral and criminal in their scope and content. Such treaties are never sacred and, 
according to a law of history, have no claim to be honored when circumstances have changed. On the 
contrary, as soon as a nation recovers, that is, overcomes its period of exhaustion, it will shed such 
immoral treaties if its honor and survival require it. Whoever claims otherwise does not represent his 
nation. He is harming it and doing injustice. There are higher laws and standards in political life than 
treaties of shame concluded for the oppression of whole peoples. Why else should there be the right of 
self-determination of peoples or human rights? They are the measure of all things. Those who enforce 
treaties that violate such moral and ethical values are guilty before history, but not the peoples who tear 
up such immoral treaties when the time is ripe. When speaking of a nation, the inhabitants are meant. 
And if anyone has the right to be heard on any decisions of a nation, it is exclusively the inhabitants 
concerned and no one else. Therefore, it can never be in the interest of a nation to hold a country against 
the will of its inhabitants. The will of the nation is ultimately and finally the only legitimate standard to 
be applied here. The head of the government is only an executive organ of this will of the people. No 
one can historically deny that at that time both the Germans and the Austrians stood behind Hitler with 
a convincing majority. Any interference of foreign nations with pretexts such as "balance of power" or 
"security complexes" in the internal affairs of other nations is reprehensible and contrary to international 
law. But it is precisely this interference, perceived or pretended to be just out of arrogance and self- 
interest, that leads to catastrophic consequences. However, to hold the perpetrators responsible for this 
before history, 

but those affected, means an inversion of the facts and a distortion of the moral evaluation of such an 
event. A nation, however, which accepts this without opposition, acts dishonorably and does not deserve 
life. Ifa government of the nation acts irresponsibly and neglects its duty, it must be called to order by 
the people. Why is it always only we Germans who accuse ourselves of guilt and hypocritically play the 
role of the defendant? Are we merely compensating for our inferiority complexes, since we are the only 
have-nots and underprivileged among the great nations who have not yet found the unity to which we 
are entitled on the basis of our diligence, our talent at all levels and our historical rights, while other 
nations have made whole continents and half the world subservient to themselves and have become 
accustomed to acting as moral preachers to us? This alone shows the baseness of the psychological 
methods of agitation that have always been used against us. In truth, we Germans did nothing else than 
to stand up for our rights to life, which was imposed on us as a historical mission, lying in the heart of 
Europe. One thing is certain in any case: from March 10, 1938, at the latest, that is, after the treaty 
concluded between Hitler and Schuschnigg was broken by the Austrian head of government out of fear 
of the Allies and thus provoked Hitler, he had the right, which could not be challenged, to act in the 


interests of protecting German interests. In addition, Schuschnigg speculated on a civil war before he 
resigned. Even if Hitler, as a former Austrian, could count on the hearts of his former compatriots 
beating joyfully toward him now that he was the leader of the now emerging German Reich, he still 
had to reckon with unpredictable actions by the Schuschnigg dictatorship, to take them into account. 
His most ardent wish was to visibly demonstrate to the world public the will of both peoples for 
peaceful reunification without unpleasant incidents. Only in this way could the far-fetched arguments 
of annexation or even violation of a foreign sovereignty be convincingly refuted. Not insignificant for 
his final decision was the concession of the international press, which even made the annexation 
palatable to him, such as the surprising concession of France, especially of England, as well as the open 
encouragement and the declarations of friendship of Mussolini. So then, on March 11, 1938, the 
German Wehrmacht received from Hitler the order to invade Austria, the German brother country. 
During this time, Hitler did not yet have a clear idea regarding the future constitutional development of 
his old homeland. He simply acted, as so often, out of an unerring intuition. And once again, success 
proved him right. The war predicted for him by pessimists literally turned into a flower war. Those who 
witnessed this historic event or saw and read all about it in the press, on the radio or in the newsreels 
were literally "beside themselves". A universal sigh of relief, jubilation, joy and pride went through 
German and Austrian lands everywhere. Complete strangers fell enthusiastically into each other's arms. 
Cheers, cheers and more 

jubilation. No one can deny it, it was so, from all mouths sounded liberated and from conviction the 
words: One empire, one people, one leader, who did not join in, could only be considered moronic. 
Even the world public could not deny this. It had to accept and take note of the self-determination of an 
entire people that was so visibly experienced and demonstrated. Hardly in history have victors! dictates 
been refuted in such a convincing way as at this moment by the annexation of the Ostmark. Why not 
show these pictures to young people today without comment and leave it to the intelligence of the 
viewers to make their own commentary on them? The answer is very simple: It must not be true what 
was truth. Only recently the very honorable chancellor of Austria, Kreisky, had to reply clearly and 
truthfully to journalists who asked about the "annexation" at that time, that the unanimous cheering of 
the population did not allow the word annexation. Nevertheless, here as in Austria, one reads nothing 
about the Anschluss in official textbooks: "The cheering crowds at Hitler's entry into Vienna are not 
mentioned in Austria's curricula. The Anschluss, which at that time almost all forces of the run-down 
state, from the socialist Renner to Cardinal Innitzer, affirmed, is today considered an occupation!" (Der 
Spiegel No. 47,1962, p. 112) 185 Czechoslovakia and the Sudeten Germans Czechoslovakia was not a 
national but a multiethnic state. It was threatened with disintegration from the beginning of its 
formation in 1918 and could only hold its own as long as its neighbors Austria and Germany lay 
shattered on the ground. It was a multi-ethnic entity with only 7 million Czechs, 3.5 million Germans, 
2.5 million Slovaks, 0.76 million Hungarians, 0.5 million Carpatho-Ukrainians and 0.11 million Poles. 
Disregarding ethnic and historical principles, it was already at the time of its establishment chosen by the 
French as a spearhead reaching deep into the heart of Germany and as an aircraft mother ship, a 
consequence of the French historical security complex. All the states around made territorial claims. The 
Slovaks and the Carpatho-Ukrainians demanded their independence. Already at the time of the 
foundation of this state, the Allies, recognizing the manifold language and nationality problems, had 
demanded their respect and independent self-governments. Exactly the opposite happened. The Czechs 
simply regarded themselves as the people of the state and did not make the slightest effort to recognize 
the Germans or Slovaks as equals or even to give them the feeling that the new state was also their state. 
They were denied the right of self-determination on the grounds that they were only rebels and 
successors of emigrants and colonists. Although the Germans were absolutely loyal to the new state, 


everything was done to harm them socially, economically and culturally. Czecho-Slovakia was also by 
no means a model democracy. In practice, the so-called Committee of Five ruled. In the government 
and in parliament, the minorities, including the Germans, who made up half of the Czechs in terms of 
population, were not legitimized. The struggle was not directed against National Socialism, as is always 
falsely claimed today, but against Germanism per se. The Czech prosperity was based on the fact that 
after the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy 65% of the industry, which had previously 
supplied 54 million people, now remained for only 14 million. This very fact proves that under the 
Habsburgs the Czechs were never exploited, but were the best paid industrial workers in the country. 
31% of the German territory was expropriated in cold blood, more than half a million Czechs were 
resettled in the purely German-populated parts of the country, although the Germans struggled to 
maintain their subsistence level. High unemployment, no social rights, no insurance protection, 
systematic displacement from economy and administration created more and more impoverishment, 
which began to take threatening forms. Malnutrition, disease, a decline in marriages and births, the 
highest infant mortality rate in the world and high suicide rates were the result. Unfortunately, the 
targeted war against the people, including crimes against humanity, is all too readily overlooked today. 
But all this was part of the repertoire of oppression of the Czechs long before Hitler's time. The English 
and the French were not interested in a reasonable détente. They were not interested in a reasonable 
détente, but primarily in the military possibilities of action against the German Reich, even in the times 
of the Weimar Republic. For both of them, the strategic value of Czecho-Slovakia lay in the fact that, 
in the event of possible conflict, they calculated a commitment of about 40 German divisions in order to 
gain time for a breakthrough of the French Army across the Rhine. The Czech-Soviet mutual assistance 
pact had been in existence since 16.5.1935. In addition to its alliance with Czecho-Slovakia, France had 
concluded a military mutual assistance pact with the Soviet Union since 2.5.1935, although on 27.1.34 
Stalin's brother-in-law, Kaganovich, had announced in the "Izvestia": "A new Franco-German war 
would be very congenial to the interests of the Soviet Union". All this happened at a time when 
Germany was the only country to have disarmed to a 100,000-man army, without heavy weapons and 
unmotorized. The reintroduction of German general conscription did not take place until March 14, 
1935, after arms limitations proposed by Hitler had been rejected five times by then. But how was the 
Czecho-Slovak state judged? Marshal Pil-sudski did not consider it viable. Polish Foreign Minister 
Beck: "A European impossibility with which one cannot make policy anyway." The French Foreign 
Minister R. Coulondre reports in his book "From Moscow to Berlin" on page 219 about a conversation 
with the Polish diplomat Count Grybowski even before the Munich Conference: "To want to save 
Czecho-Slovakia is a delusion. Sooner or later it will collapse like a house of cards." The English Head 
of the Press Office of the British Ministry of Information, Viscount Rothermere, writes in "Warnings 
and Prophecies" p. 115: "This caricature of a country has committed almost every conceivable folly 
under its Czech leaders from the hour of its birth." Even the main contributor to the Second World 
War, Halifax, says on 9.9.1938 in conversation with the English ambassador in Paris: "Whether 187 we 
want to wage war for something that no one can preserve and that no one seriously wants to restore". 
(M. Freund "History of the Present in Documents", Vol. IS. 109) And the Czech historian 

F, O. Mischke in "Unconditional Surrender" on p. 203): "The widespread belief that without this 
surrender of the Western powers at Munich, Czecho-Slovakia could have held its own ground is not 
based on facts. It is only one of the many propaganda legends that found their way into the public 
consciousness." The Czechs ought to know. Already during the Versailles negotiations, French Marshal 
Foch, after the Rhine border had been rejected, pointing to the map, had pointed to Bohemia-Moravia, 
asking, "At least leave me this bastion." For France, with its permanent security complex, the German- 
Polish friendship and non-aggression pact concluded in January 1934 was by no means in its own 


interest; after all, it had eliminated more than 60 Polish divisions for France in its calculations against 
Germany. At that time, France was all the more anxious to retain the 40 Czech divisions as well as the 
strongest war industry in Central Europe. For this reason, the repeated declarations of friendship never 
ceased and the Czechs received all possible support from France in the League of Nations. In addition, 
general staff meetings between the two countries took place on an ongoing basis. The French military 
attaché in Prague took part in all the Czech army's planning and preparations for war, warning that 
minorities serving in the army could undermine morale and thus weaken the alliance's value. Both 
powers jealously eyed each other in the event of German overtures in Paris or Prague. Benesch writes in 
his memoirs p. 34: "From 1935 on I tried my utmost to steer a straight course with the Soviet Union on 
one side and France on the other. On June 4, 1936, after the French elections which resulted in the 
formation of the Popular Front government, the new Premier, Leon Blum, sent me a message to the 
effect that France would never again show such weakness as its predecessor had shown at the time of the 
occupation of the left bank of the Rhine. And he assured me that his government would be tough and 
firm with Germany, and that we would want to build on that. The Minister of Foreign Affairs, J. Paul 
Boncour, sent me a number of notes along the same lines. He particularly sought to restore the eastern 
front of the Little Entente and to win Poland." 188 So who, historically, are the real warmongers? Not 
Germany, for instance! Here already lie the beginnings of the Bolshevization of half of Europe. By this 
time, the Soviet Union had 

already delivered over 300 war planes and several squadrons of Soviet planes were on Czech airfields. 
Joint negotiations were conducted to open the way to Prague for the Russian army despite the lack of 
common borders. If one studies today these many military pacts concluded against Germany, one can 
read from them very clearly the intention that both France and Czecho-Slovakia were ready to invite 
the Soviet army into Europe, and if one knows that together with the friendship treaties and the Soviet 
army, Bolshevization and with it bondage, enslavement marched in, one must judge such a policy as 
irresponsible and anti-European. Here lay the beginning of the present destruction of Europe and the 
pushing back of our history by 1200 years. This responsibility weighs heavily and can never be put on 
Hitler and the Germans. Apart from this obvious war policy of the French and the Czechs, one can see 
here again very clearly that no thought was wasted on reducing the tensions caused by Versailles in the 
slightest, but on the contrary one was willing to enrich the conflict materials even more by challenging 
them. Hitler can never be accused of having closed his mind to negotiations; on the contrary, he 
repeatedly demanded them and always acted only when his proposals were either disregarded or 
rejected. All these aggressive alliance systems were concluded well before Germany had begun a very 
moderate rearmament. But to have carried out this rearmament in a situation so threatening to 
Germany was the duty and necessity of a responsible statesman. If Hitler had not done so, he would 
have been accused of misjudging the situation and carelessly neglecting the security of his country. The 
chapter on armaments proved that we had rearmed only to a very limited extent. The military potential 
of the Czechs and Poles alone was superior to that of Germany. It is time that the facts were finally set 
straight. It was not we Germans who were the threateners, but always the threatened. Official England 
under Chamberlain, however, was primarily preoccupied after the First World War with putting its 
problems of empire in order and was little inclined to allow itself to be drawn into a European war 
because of the Czechoslovakia189 . Chamberlain had also recognized the danger of the Soviet Union 
being drawn into inner-European disputes with regard to the danger of the Bolshevik world revolution 
taking hold. This was probably the reason why a number of British politicians, to Hitler's astonishment 
and surprise, suggested that he demand the annexation of the Sudetenland before he himself had made 
such a demand. A. J. P. Taylor writes in "The Origins of the Second World War" p. 161: "The British 
urged Hitler as early as May 10, 1938, to make demands on Czecho-Slovakia. This took him by 


surprise." But another point of view is added to the assessment of the situation. Four weeks earlier, the 
Anschluss, or rather the reunification of Austria with the Reich, had taken place. This historically 
significant event, as a glance at the map proves, completely changed the geopolitical picture with regard 
to the military importance of Czecho-Slovakia, even for the intentions of France. The notorious thorn 
or spear in Germany's flesh was exposed, at least on the southern side. In practical terms, after the period 
of weakness in the postwar period, Czecho-Slovakia was now embraced by an equal Greater German 
Empire, with the heavily fortified defenses of the Czechs, which were developed and ready vis-a-vis the 
Reich but not vis-a-vis the former Austria, now creating an open vulnerable flank in the south. For 
France, which was in a permanent domestic political crisis, the military value of Czecho-Slovakia had 
thus declined considerably, especially since an intervention by the Soviet Union also encountered 
difficulties due to the Polish and Romanian refusal to grant the right of passage. For the Poles and 
Romanians, such a march-through meant nothing other than the loss of eastern Poland and Bessarabia. 
Both of them correctly estimated the Soviet imperialism acting in the sense of a world revolution, as the 
outcome of the Second World War vividly showed to the world public. Should France not have known 
this? Or was the Popular Front an ideological partner of the Soviet Union in the sense of a communist- 
dominated Europe? Does not the same situation exist today with the advance of our "leftists", are they 
not also the allies of the Soviets with the aim of the incorporation of Western Europe under the sign of 
Moscow's red flag? If we do not want this, only a merciless struggle against these elements can save us 
from this fate. Otherwise we will have the auxiliary forces and the partisan associations, strengthened by 
the 190 Moscow-sponsored "resistance" from the days of the Second World War, standing as a second 
front in Western Europe, and thus little prospect of surviving the final struggle for Europe and its 
ancient Western culture. In this sense one must also learn to see and understand the activities of the "left 
resistance" appearing in all mass media. Therefore, it must also become clear to every thinking person 
why an objective assessment of history is not possible under these conditions. The same enemies of 
Germany of yesterday are today the enemies of Europe for tomorrow. When will this finally be 
understood and a clear front taken against it? When will the full, self-satisfied bourgeoisie finally realize 
that by voting for the left it is voting for its executioners of tomorrow? Here a fundamental question 
arises, which can be decisive once for the survival of Europe, as also for our own country. I am the last 
one who does not affirm a liberal democracy. But it must not degenerate into a sacred Indian cow. The 
measure of all things is still the fatherland, be it the German fatherland or a Europe of fatherlands with 
its national characteristics. Democracy must serve this fatherland or these fatherlands. Democracy can 
never be an end in itself, just as little as Adolf Hitler's authoritarian leadership was. But the freedoms it 
grants to citizens must not be confused with liberal anarchy. If democracy is to serve the common good, 
freedom stops where anti-German or anti-European tendencies make themselves felt. The same applies 
to the undemocratic elimination of a national opposition, which has the right and the duty of a national 
opposition to criticize the government with regard to its perception of national concerns. Otherwise, 
such a government must accept the reproach that it is unlawfully violating the rules of a democracy. In 
both cases, however, I have my real doubts. It should not only be the right, but rather the duty of those 
responsible, who take their oath to serve the good of their country. In the Third Reich, as a non- 
member of the party, I never found the lack of freedom, which was quite wrongly attributed to this 
system, as burdensome as the almost anarchistic freedom today makes me frightened with regard to the 
demoralizing coming to terms with the past, the devaluation of national pride and the revaluation of 
perversities taken out of all drawers. This also includes the slander and persecution of nationally minded 
people and those disappointed by this kind of democracy, while the potential opponents of the 
democratic idea, the socialists who are increasingly slipping to the left and the communists, are given 
almost paradisiacal opportunities 


in their expressions of opinion and activities. If this development continues, I fear that the call for the 
strong man to put an end to this suicidal anarchy in the interest of our survival will soon be heard again. 
Doesn't it make you think that despite prosperity and material carelessness, the feeling of insecurity and 
lack of commitment has never been as great as it is today? This is also expressed in the catastrophic 
decline in the birth rate, which, together with over-foreignization, must lead to the death of the people. 
In the Third Reich, despite all the burden on the individual, those conditions never existed to this 
extent. One should not be deceived by today's propaganda of the emigrants and the perhaps at most 10 
°/o of those who were dissatisfied at that time. It is not a matter of negative, but of positive criticism 
and warning against an erroneous development, which shakes the foundations of our nation. Another 
aspect of the assessment of the situation at that time from the point of view of France was the fact that 
Hitler, on the basis of the disastrous policy of encirclement and after the "May crisis" triggered by the 
Czechs, quite rightly had the West Wall extended to a greater extent. It was clear to everyone that 
France would no longer have an easy walk for military support of Czechoslovakia. Both countries knew 
this. Only France temporarily drew its consequences from this. Mr. Benesch in Prague, however, did 
not. He was an outspoken hasardeur. He wanted war, as did the Polish Foreign Minister Beck later. 
They pursued utopian "great power" policies. Here lie the causes of the Second World War. They 
believed, misjudging their weakness, 

They believed that they could pursue something like the English balance-of-power policy, for which 
England itself had already become too weak. For even before the "May Crisis," which was precipitated 
by a completely unjustified Czech mobilization, the Reich government had made six efforts to negotiate 
peacefully with Benesch, without the Czechs finding it necessary to give any reply at all. German 
negotiators were rebuffed each time. But those who allow themselves to be snubbed in this way are 
deliberately aggravating the situation and are thus responsible for the consequences. We Germans did 
not start a quarrel, but the Czechs alone were the provocateurs who acted irresponsibly and aggravated 
the situation. They treated the Sudeten Germans as subhumans and drove them out of the country with 
their de-Germanization policy. Whoever does not want to admit this today 192 is an unteachable fool 
or a deliberate misrepresenter. And then to order a mobilization without even a sign of any threat from 
Germany clearly shows the will for war. Proclamation of a mobilization still means, according to the 
customs of international law, the readiness and the will to start a war. Whoever initiates such a thing 
bears full responsibility for the consequences triggered by it. This fact alone would have justified Hitler 
to strike immediately and with all means. No one in the world would have been justified in reproaching 
him for this. Let us for once see things as they are and as they happened and not lend our ears to the 
criminal propaganda! According to international rules, the war guilt would have been objectively and 
unambiguously attributed to Mr. Benesch, if this had been decided not by victors, but by objective 
international tribunals. The mobilization had been proclaimed on 21. 5.1938. The reason for it were only 
rumors "which had obviously been started by the Foreign Office", ie. nothing else than by its dark 
backers of the ilk of Halifax, Churchill, Lord Vansittart and comrades like Eden, Duff Cooper. But a 
statesman who allows himself to be led to such grave decisions merely on the strength of rumors is 
incapable and unfit as such. History has found a just verdict in this case. He was no longer in demand 
after the end of the war and had to step down ingloriously. Interesting here again is the fact, as was to 
turn out later in the case of Poland, of the double-tracked English policy, which is always intent on 
creating confusion in order then to be able to inherit cheaply on the basis of fomented conflicts. In this 
case we are referring to the lies spread in London about a concentration of German forces on the 
Czechoslovak border and the simultaneous rumors about German claims on Czechoslovakia. Perfidious 
England! Will this be possible in the future as a member of the European community? Perhaps then, the 
customs will be reversed: It will not be said then again, as with the boxer uprising in China, "the 


Germans to the front", perhaps then England will be granted this preference once, if it wants to survive. 
Hitler was left only with the surprise. In this case not the encouragement to solve the Sudeten German 
question peacefully, but now the news of the mobilization set in motion by the Czechs. 193 K. Zentner 
reports in his "Ilustrated History of the Second World Wat" on p. 49: "In fact, there are no German 
troop movements, as is also flawlessly stated in the Nuremberg trial after the war. So who induced the 
Czech government to launch this flawless war provocation? There are only two possibilities, the 
correctness of which, however, can only be conjectured to this day. Either the Czech government, 
similar to Schuschnigg with his "plebiscite", took a leap forward, deliberately provoked a war.... The 
other possibility is that German traitorous resistance circles became aware of the drafting of the second 
"Green" study, but not of its contents. Possibly London was informed of this copy. Conspirator circles of 
the highest German military officials actually informed the British government about the most secret 
military matters and concluded that the study was a short-term plan of attack. The British and French 
press are full of alarming reports. War seems imminent! Henderson, the British Ambassador in Berlin, is 
already advising his officials to send their wives and children home. He gives the same advice to the 
British press correspondents. And protests continue to hail not against the Czech, but against the 
German troop movements, which are not taking place at all. The governments of France and the Soviet 
Union openly threaten military intervention." This game was to be repeated frequently until recent 
times. It was intended to initiate the heresy of Hitler and Germany, which it undoubtedly succeeded in 
doing. The only question is how long this wave will last! It will change at the latest when larger events 
challenge once Hitler with his prognoses and activities historical rehabilitation. This time will come as 
surely as the Amen in the church. What this irresponsible, big-man-addicted "great power politician" 
Benesch had dreamed of, did not come true. Hitler kept his proverbial calm and composure in the face 
of such provocations. He did nothing, nor did he have a single division mobilized or moved to the 
border as a possible response. If he had really been the habitat fighter and world conqueror he was 
supposed to be, it would have been easy for him to react to the rightfully offered opportunity and to use 
it. No one would have been able to reproach him in front of history if he had smashed the completion of 
the Czech mobilization in a preventive war, wiped out the troublemaker and reappropriated ancient 194 
German land. But he did not do it. This alone is proof that there was no such plan or intention on 
Hitler's part. We had just seen in the previous chapter, four weeks earlier, how quickly the German 
Wehrmacht was able to move up from a standing start. So Hitler did not allow himself to be provoked, 
just as he did not allow himself to be shaken out of his composure later on September 23/24, 1938, 
when the same theater was repeated after Munich with a Czech mobilization. Why are such historical 
facts not appreciated in historical research or even evaluated in German school textbooks? One always 
cites the "HoBbach Protocol" presented in Nuremberg as proof of Hitler's intentions to attack and 
question space. This is still done today in the press and in television documentaries, although it has long 
since been clarified by historians that this document is a forgery made for the Nuremberg trial. Every 
person in the world would be happy if such an important document incriminating his own country 
would turn out to be a forgery. Every man of honor would shout it out loud. Only we Germans do not, 
on the contrary, we humiliate ourselves in the world by omitting such things out of cowardice. The 
Czechs, even with the help of the English and French military attaches, had to realize very quickly that 
they had been taken in by a mirage. Nevertheless, they by no means broke off the mobilization 
immediately, but continued the suppression and expulsion of the German borderland population to the 
point of manslaughter with an intensified press campaign. They boasted in press releases and in reports to 
the Allies how well the mobilization had worked. The climax of these unbelievable impertinences was 
then the hostile press campaign of Prague, which was also taken up by serious press organs of foreign 
countries, "that Hitler's restraint and inactivity was a proof of Germany's weakness". Apart from the fact 


that one contradicts oneself when one warns of the tremendous rearmament of the Reich, but a little 
later babbles about its weakness, this procedure is, as we shall see, a constantly repeated trick of 
irresponsible journalists to deliberately stir up trouble. To the credit of the press of the Third Reich, 
there has never been anything like this, and I am almost inclined to say that, in view of such a way of 
working on the part of the press organs of the "free world," a controlled press of the Third Reich, run on 
a long rein, seems to me by far more honorable and less dangerous. Even today, 

we are not much further along in our anarchistic press methods, when I think of the many interferences 
in the affairs of foreign countries and the passing of judgments that neither the press nor the radio 
commentators are entitled to. The same madness of opinion-making can be observed in the still ongoing 
Nazi trials, when lawbreakers a la Klarsfeld or other troublemakers arrive from France. Instead of 
painting such scenes, one should take care that such lawbreakers disappear behind lock and key. The 
behavior of Czecho-Slovakia, as later that of the Poles, is a prime example of what one has to do to 
justify one's accusations before history. One simply blames one's own behavior on Hitler, as simple as 
that 

it is in our nowadays so enlightened world. Another proof of restraint and not letting oneself be 
provoked is Hitler's secret instruction of May 21, which has not been noticed or concealed until today, 
"that it is not his intention to act against Czecho-Slovakia in the near future!" (M. Freund 
"Weltgeschichte der Gegenwart in Dokumenten" Vol. I, p. 36) But Benesch continued his intrigues 
undeterred. He was not swayed by the mild pressure of the Western powers to negotiate with the Reich. 
Nor did he think of stopping his systematic policy of de-Germanization and repressive measures against 
the minorities. As a wise statesman, which unfortunately he was not, it would have been within his 
power at that time to make up for his omissions of almost 20 years. He did not want it and he did not do 
it. The reason was his friend Stalin! A. J. Nedovesov and PJ. Resinova report about it in "The National 
Liberation Movement in Czecho-Slovakia" p. 37/ 39: "The Soviet government, which had earlier 
declared to fulfill the Soviet-Czechoslovak treaty on mutual military assistance, in mid-May 1938 
resolutely confirmed the readiness to defend Czecho-Slovakia against aggression, even if France refused 
its help." And Russian historians Bendarenko and Resinova, in "The Anti-Fascist Resistance 
Movement," p. 95/96, know: "The Soviet government turned several times to the governments of 
England and France for assistance to Czecho-Slovakia.... The Soviet Union was prepared to give war aid 
to Czecho-Slovakia even if France should not do so, which had hitherto been a condition of Soviet aid, 
but also if Poland and Rumania should refuse to allow Soviet troops to march through their country. 
The Soviet Government informed the President and the Government that the Soviet Union could give 
aid to Czecho-Slovakia 196 on one condition, if it defended itself and asked for Soviet aid." Here, too, 
one sees the absolute will for war and an offer which goes far beyond the normal measure of an alliance, 
an offer which virtually makes war seem desirable and indispensable. For it ignores every definition of 
the question of the aggressor and creates a legal situation which practically gives the Czechs carte 
blanche for every conceivable provocation. Thus, according to the Nuremberg Tribunal, the second war 
criminal has registered himself for sentencing as guilty. This becomes even more convincing when one 
reads the statement of the American ambassador in Paris, who, on the basis of the Czech mobilization, 
sent to his president Roosevelt on 22. 5. 39: that this "must be taken as an incitement to war in Europe, 
which can have only the one possible result the establishment of Bolshevism on the whole continent." 
Hitler now has two exculpatory witnesses. An acquittal in any normal court would certainly be 
expected! Up to this point no demands have been made on the part of Hitler. Representatives of the 
Sudeten Germans repeatedly made representations to London in the years before Hitler as well as during 
his reign under the leadership of Henlein, reported on the unacceptable oppressive measures of the 
Czechs and asked for support from England for the granting of autonomy to the Sudeten districts. For 


this reason, the British Prime Minister, Chamberlain, sent the British Lord Runciman to Prague to 
investigate the Germans' complaints and verify their validity, an indication that Chamberlain was not 
hostile to the aspirations for autonomy. Runci-man stayed in Czecho-Slovakia from 25 July to mid- 
September and had to confirm that the complaints of the Sudeten Germans were fully justified. For the 
sake of clarity, let us once again state the following: Hitler, and thus the Third Reich, had not interfered 
in the internal affairs of Czecho-Slovakia in any way until the summer of 1938, had not made any 
territorial demands or "rattled the saber", i.e. made any military threats. France and especially the Soviet 
Union had concluded very far-reaching military assistance pacts with the Czechs, whereby in the case of 
France, with its permanent security complex, the aim was a deliberate and conscious weakening of 
Germany. The Soviets, in accordance with their ideas of world revolution and their aspirations to world 
power, were interested in every possible trouble spot on the continent and its expansion. They pursued 
an active policy of aggression, and every possible armed conflict within the capitalist world was most 
welcome to them, in order to take advantage of it as a laughing third. England's opinion was divided. 
The current official England, with Chamberlain at its head, was certainly concerned with the 
elimination of highly explosive igniters such as the Sudeten German question. Traditional England, 
with Eden, Vansittart, Duff Cooper, and Churchill in the background, and Halifax in office as Foreign 
Secretary, acted on the reprehensible old principle of the "balance of power," aptly outlined by 
Vansittart as follows, "If such domination by a Continental power were established, we should be 
confronted with a situation which for centuries we have endeavored by instinctive knowledge to 
prevent." This instinct brought the Russians within 50 kilometers of the gates of Hamburg and, by 
extension, of England. This formulation of Vansittart's means nothing else than that England was never 
ready to accept a strong Germany. This also clearly includes England's readiness for a warlike conflict; 
for how else is one to prevent a strengthening of a nation like Germany. England has had to pay dearly 
for this outrageous presumption for the last time. The provocateurs so far have been exclusively the 
Czechs, recently headed by Eduard Benesch. They had unlawfully and arbitrarily annexed the Sudeten 
districts even before the Treaty of Versailles. They had taken twenty years without even attempting to 
respect the right of self-determination of the 3.5 million Sudeten Germans or to win over and integrate 
this human potential of high value for the economy and politics. On the contrary, they opted for 
elimination, persecution, oppression and expulsion, even murder. The provocative mobilization without 
any cause was the climax of this development. Offers of negotiation on the part of Germany and also 
from abroad were brusquely rejected. One did not want to give in, one went with the head through the 
wall and intensified from month to month the unbearable suppression measures for the purpose of the 
forcible expulsion of the ethnic German population sitting there for centuries. Since the end of 1935, 
when Eduard Benesch was elected president of the state and at the same time commander-in-chief of 
the armed forces, the situation of the Sudeten Germans had worsened. The extensive State Defense 
Law, which could be stretched in all directions, was used to provide an apparent legal basis for the 
elimination and suppression of the Germans. It was enough to establish the state's unreliability with the 
help of some legal paragraphs. Already one was terminated, so that soon more than half million 
German unemployed were counted. Others were disenfranchised with the help of the border zone 
regulations and driven across the border with the use of force and physical terror. In the course of a few 
months until the fall of 1938, over 214,000 registered refugees had entered Germany. More than 200 
murders of Germans just because they were Germans darkened the brutal events. These are facts that 
should be remembered when reparation costs or reparations are spoken of today. Not a penny for such 
provocateurs. On the contrary, we should demand substantial reparations. As early as the middle of 
May, on the basis of these untenable conditions, a report in the "New York Times" had published a 
demand by Chamberlain that the threat to the Sudeten Germans from the oppressive policy of the 


Czechs necessitated "drastic countermeasures," and that the best way was the separation of the Sudeten 
German territories from the Czechoslovak government and their incorporation into the German Reich. 
Hitler had so far made no such demand; he had not yet intervened at all. It must therefore be stated here 
again that the suggestion of the cession of the Sudetenland had come from the British Government. 
After the extensive reports on the conditions of the Sudeten German districts by Lord Runciman had 
come to the attention of the British government, Winston Churchill also clearly stated in an editorial of 
the "Times" on September 7, 1938: "the best way out of the situation was the handing over of the 
Sudetenland to Germany by Czecho-Slovakia." Only at the very end, when the situation had become 
absolutely unbearable, the Sudeten Germans made the same demands. All these demands were not only 
sharply rejected by Benesch, but were answered with intensified terror. On September 13, 1938, the 
Czech government decreed martial law within the Sudeten area. One wonders where this mad Benesch 
got the courage to do such provocative things in public. 

the courage to take such provocative chauvinistic measures and commit such clear crimes. This question 
can only be answered unequivocally to the effect that he began to run amok on the basis of the far- 
reaching 

Soviet military commitments. Thus, he and Stalin were the first candidates for the hanging at 
Nuremberg. I. M. Maisky writes in his book "Who Helped Hitler" on page 73 about the events in early 
September 1938: "The Soviet government 199 in its turn proposed to the French government to 
immediately convene a conference of representatives of the Soviet, French and Czech general staffs to 
work out the necessary measures. Litvinov, the Soviet Foreign Minister, assumed that Romania would 
permit Soviet troops and air forces to push through her country, but he thought it would be highly 
desirable, with regard to an influence on Romania in this direction, if the question of possible aid to 
Czecho-Slovakia were raised as soon as possible in the League of Nations. Should it be decided, even by 
a majority, in favor of such aid in the League of Nations, Romania would undoubtedly join it and raise 
no objection to the passage of Soviet troops through her country." This process alone is enough to 
convince even the most stupid of how the law is being twisted here. Not the aggressor, but the victim is 
to be punished, a morality that really stinks to high heaven. In addition, it is cynically spoken of a 
majority decision of the League of Nations, although one must know that only with unanimity, such 
decisions can become legally valid. But one does not even bother with such trifles, if one only finds a 
possibility to get the war going. After all, the trouble spots were created by the peace apostles in 
Versailles exclusively for this purpose. So here nothing is omitted to get a war going. Why does a bona 
fide German research fail to this day to clearly recognize and evaluate the causes and consequences of 
such an event? Why this double standard? Does one want to hide one's total subjugation with it? That 
would be even worse! A people with such a morality will never be able to be a reliable partner for 
tomorrow. We already see this in the attitude of the German government in the case of Afghanistan and 
Persia. The innocence and the right are clearly on the German side. The victors should gradually get 
used to this if they want to rely on our help in the future. The guilt and the injustice were created by the 
Czechs, Soviets and French and the authors of the treaties of Versailles, St. Germain and Trianon. The 
morally impeccable starting position lay with the maltreated, tortured and forced to flee Germans and 
thus also with Adolf Hitler. The oppressors, war-mongers and later victors nevertheless presumed to 
pronounce justice on the oppressed and those who wanted a peaceful settlement and on the later 
defeated in the trial in Nuremberg. 200 Truly a mockery of world history! Whoever today as a German 
still takes this kind of trial seriously or even still refers to it, should check whether the conditions for an 
international jurisdiction were fulfilled here. Nuremberg is an equal disgrace for mankind as the post- 
war treaties from the First World War. The dangers for the future, however, which lie in such treaties 
and trials, have not thereby been swept aside, but have only been magnified as a result of the injustice 


that continues to eat away at them. Just as the injustice of the forced dictates in 1938 was bitterly 
avenged in the Austrian and Czech question, the injustice done to the German people in Potsdam and 
Nuremberg will certainly be bitterly avenged and will have even more serious consequences for us and 
the victors, indeed for the whole of Europe. Europe. To deny this would be suicide for us all. The 
German government has the duty to oppose the distortions of the Third Reich and to oppose Adolf 
Hitler, because it also consists of Germans of the same blood who were there at that time, including Mr. 
Helmut Schmidt in a position worthy of promotion. It must be understood that we are not doing 
ourselves a good turn if this hot potato is not picked up cleanly and fairly. Demonization achieves 
exactly the opposite. I, for one, am still proud to have been there! Now that Mr. Benesch could not be 
expected to show any insight or give in, events inevitably came to a head starting in September 1938. 
The martial law imposed on September 13 triggered a further radicalization and thus intensified 
methods of persecution among the Sudeten Germans. Individual military actions, police harassment, 
bans on gatherings and tightening of press censorship increased the insecurity and nervousness of the 
population from day to day. In response, the Sudeten German delegation led by Konrad Henlein issued 
an ultimatum to the Prague government, limited to six hours, demanding the abolition of martial law, 
the withdrawal of the Czech police from the Sudeten territories and the quartering of Czech soldiers in 
purely military quarters. The ultimatum remained unanswered. Most of the party's leaders had to flee to 
Germany for fear of life and limb. Hitler declared for the first time at the closing rally of the Nuremberg 
Party Congress that the Reich government would not accept the disenfranchisement of the Sudeten 
Germans indifferently, and that no European state had made greater sacrifices for peace than Germany, 
but that these sacrifices must also have their limits. 201 On September 15, Konrad Henlein issued a 
proclamation to the Sudeten Germans and to the world, in which he demanded the annexation of the 
Sudeten German districts to the German Reich. Furthermore, he called for the formation of free corps 
in Germany for the defense against the crimes committed against Germans by the Czechs. These were 
all legitimate defensive measures in response to the terrorist actions of the Czechs. On September 16, 
Prague decreed the dissolution of the Sudeten German party, leaving 3.5 million Sudeten Germans 
without any democratic or organizational representation. Henlein was wanted by the authorities. Then 
it went on blow by blow. On the 17th, the Czechs cut all telephone lines to the German Reich. Then, 
within the Sudeten territories, more than 247 bridges were blown up. A number of articles of the 
constitution were suspended, and finally all radio sets were forcibly taken away from the German 
population, thus additionally closing them off from any information. The climax on September 27, 
besides everyday murders, was the arrest of 20000 hostages, who were to be shot in case of war. 
Compared to this, the shooting of hostages in Lidice after the murder of Heydrich seems to be a small 
trivial offense. I only ask myself, where is still a trace of right and law here ? How do we still manage to 
trivialize such crimes today? Why do we accuse ourselves because of the Lidice case, when after the 
assassination of Heydrich, which took place at the instigation of London by two Czech partisans, 172 
male hostages were shot as a deterrent during the war? 200 murders alone were committed by the 
Czechs in peacetime in September 1938, not to mention the 241000 murder victims of Germans in the 
expulsion of Germans after the war. Seen in this context, the headquarters in Ludwigsburg is virtually a 
joke in world history. Benesch consistently continued his policy, deliberately aimed at the outbreak of 
war, by announcing the general mobilization for the second time on September 23, calling 1.5 million 
soldiers to arms. The borders were closed at the same time and all travel stopped. This meant nothing 
other than readiness for war and the rejection of all peaceful negotiation options. Benesch demonstrably 
wanted the general big war in order to get rid of the Sudeten German problem with a brutal expulsion, 
as it was then ordered and executed by the war criminals Stalin, Churchill and Roosevelt after the 
Second World War in an unimaginably cruel manner contrary to international law. Only Benesch had 


made the calculation without the host. All his speeches to his generals: "prepare for war, we will still 
play a decisive role in it," all his assurances "that in the last three years he has perfected armaments more 
than any other democratic state and created the state of the border fortifications of the Maginot Line on 
an equal footing" were of little help. With the exception of the Soviet Union, which was ready with 30 
rifle and several cavalry divisions as well as with its air force and armored units, the two allies France and 
England carried out a 180 degree change of front in mid-September 1938 due to the strategic shift of 
weight (annexation of Austria, open declaration of enmity of the Poles, Romanians and Yugoslavs 
against the brutal Czech policy of oppression) and refused to solve the Czech domestic question for their 
Czech protégé with the help of a European war. (To be read in Taylor "The Origins of the second 
World War" p. 153 and in Nedoresow "The national liberation movement in 

Czechoslovakia" p. 46, 51) In view of the danger of war, which had not been brought to a head by 
Hitler but exclusively by Benesch, Chamberlain had already visited Hitler on the Obersalzberg in 
Berchtesgaden on September 15 for an exchange of ideas. On that occasion he was informed by Hitler of 
the situation threatening peace and of the latest developments. The result of this meeting was Hitler's 
proposal to obtain the consent of the British to the cession of the Sudeten districts after an orderly vote 
of the population living there, carried out under the supervision of neutrals. Hitler saw in this fair 
proposal the only possibility of preserving the endangered peace. These discussions were then continued 
at Bad Godesberg on 9/22, after Chamberlain had consulted in detail with his government, in which 
the report of Lord Runciman, prepared independently of the Berchtesgaden meeting, also played a 
decisive role. 'f Thus, as early as 9/19, the "Anglo-French plan" emerged, which demanded that 
Benesch surrender the Sudeten German territories with more than 50% German population and which 
cancelled all promises of aid 

in case of conflict. Benesch was simply told "that he could no longer count on military help if Germany 
should now invade the territory of Czecho-Slovakia." (E. Moravec "The End of the Benesch Republic" 
p. 340). The intention of Hitler to invade Czechoslovakia did not exist at all. That is why he chose the 
way of negotiation and did not let himself be provoked by the two Czech mobilizations. But what 
appears to be the essential element for the historical assessment is the fact that the English and French 
governments decided on this plan "of their own free will", ie. not under "pressure from Hitler", at the 
most under the pressure of the danger of war caused by Benesch, and brought it to fruition. So it is a 
clear falsification of history when nowadays it is reported and written again and again that both nations 
were practically forced and blackmailed by Hitler, quite apart from the fact that one would give two 
such great nations a certificate of poverty to let themselves be forced and blackmailed by Hitler. During 
this second negotiation in Bad Godesberg, the situation had intensified not only in Czecho-Slovakia, but 
also because the Poles and Hungarians were also making territorial demands on Bennesch. In connection 
with the renewed mobilization, too, circumstances naturally forced Hitler to insist on a short-term 
solution. This was his right and also his duty, especially since the lives of German compatriots were at 
stake. At that time, the "public opinion makers" quite wrongly turned this into a "new demand by 
Hitler to provocatively aggravate the situation". This source is still being presented and parroted by the 
"opinion makers" to our "re-educated eunuchized people" today. But into these negotiations played 
another unbelievable "Hasard affair", which in the meantime could be elicited of its secrets. While 
Chaimberlain had flown to Bad Godesberg with a clear mandate from his government and was there 
negotiating with Hitler without his foreign minister Lord Halifax, marked cards were already being 
played, again revealing England's duplicitous game. Halifax was already making other plans here, 
although he was under the responsibility of his prime minister Chamberlain, together with his 
warmongers standing in the background. While Chamberlain and his government delegation were 
negotiating with Hitler, Halifax, from London, was pressing his Premier to advise the Czech 


government to mobilize its forces immediately. As late as Sept. 22, Chamberlain was able to secure a 
postponement of this advice. The same game was repeated the next day. "We propose to allow the 
Czechs to mobilize at 3:00 p.m.", "wait for it" was the reply of Henderson, who attended the 
negotiation as British ambassador. Since Chamberlain apparently evaded this remote pressure from his 
Foreign Minister, the French Prime Minister was summoned as a second effective gun, who also 
declared "that Czech mobilization could no longer be postponed". One can't help wondering why such 
a two-pronged approach was taken. After all, a mobilization, and a recommended one at that, could 
only aggravate the situation, especially since the Czech government itself had demanded the cession of 
the Sudetenland. Did they want to tempt Hitler in this way to solve the situation by force, in order to 
gain a reason for active intervention up to and including war? At the same time, Hitler had expressly 
assured Herr Chamberlain that, as long as negotiations were going on, he would under no circumstances 
give any marching orders. All this can be read in Documents 1031, 1035, 1044, 1046 and 1033 on 
British Foreign Policy in Volume II. At 4:00 p.m. on 9/23/1938, the wimpy Chamberlain gave in to the 
insistence of the warmongers and gave his consent to the Czech general mobilization without informing 
Hitler. Perfidious England! Shortly before, Hitler had reported the shooting of 12 hostages. This 
mobilization, which called 1.5 million Czechs and Slovaks to arms, then caused the Godesberg 
Conference to collapse under the pressure of this threat. Not Hitler, but the English and French 
themselves were the culprits. Since the background was concealed and at present unknown, the world 
press now, as planned, poured out in vituperation and blamed Hitler for the "failure of a peaceful 
solution". That is how easy it is, with the help of a deliberately misinformed "Free Press", to 
irresponsibly engage in warmongering. The Germans, however, still have to atone for this intriguing 
game and do so all the more intensely because they still allow themselves to be lied to by their own 
government. Isn't it strange that still today nobody talks about the criminal role of a warmonger like 
Halifax, who did his dark business from the background. From the memoirs of Eduard Benesch we can 
read that the English and French governments were well informed about the negotiations with the 
Soviets in detail. They also knew that Benesch was striving by all means to get the "general" war against 
Germany going. At this time, too, Roosevelt, as foreman of the crusaders behind him, was his best 
crony, obsessed with distracting from it in view of America's bleak economic situation. He pushed with 
all means to be elected a historical figure, which helped him to historical sad fame without any 
reasonable insight out of pure feelings of hatred and the urge for recognition of a sick man. Even today 
his fateful role in the solution of the Sudeten crisis is not recognized. It was he who, on September 26, 
had urged both Hitler and Benesch, Chamberlain and Daladier to hold an international conference on 
the Sudeten question, for reasons that are more and more recognizable today, but who, after the 
conclusion of the Munich Agreement, was the first to shout loudly to the world and speak of treason. 
Why are all these documents still under lock and key and not being evaluated? Do the Americans fear 
that by revealing the secrets of their shady Roosevelt they will have to accept some losses of the 
American image for freedom and democracy, as it has happened today worldwide through Indochina, 
Cambodia, Persia and Afghanistan, not to mention the Watergate affair? In the meantime there are 
some sources and indications for Benesch as well as for Roosevelt, that both were very similar in their 
basic attitude and with regard to their common striving for a world-wide warlike confrontation and also 
managed this goal according to plan with all means and intrigues. H. E. Barnes reports in "Hypocrisy 
Exposed" on pages 118 and 127 "that Roosevelt often made his most important decisions in secret and 
without consulting his Cabinet members."... "We now have some evidence, all pointing in the same 
direction, namely, that Roosevelt did not regard the Munich Agreement as a final settlement with 
Hitler, but believed that it might lead to war in the not too distant future. Therefore, he continued his 
plans for a large-scale armament program with special emphasis on aircraft that would help make 


England and France strong for war and prepare the United States for eventual involvement in the 
coming war." The hope for a general war was also documented by Benesch in a radio speech on Sept. 
22, which stated, "A war with Hitler's Germany is impossible to escape. It will come to it either now or 
later. I wish for it immediately. The duty of our government is to preserve the state until the moment 
when there is another crisis with Germany. This war is inevitable, and in it there will be a general war 
which will bring back to us all that we would now lose." A day later he says: "I summoned the 
government with representatives of the political parties and the army to the Hradcany and demanded 
their consent to mobilization, not concealing from them that a general 

European war, in which France, the Soviet 206 Union and also Great Britain would stand by our side, 
would break out in a few days..." "I was convinced that a general war with Germany would have to 
occur." Here it is clearly stated. "I wish for war at once." Not a word of this kind ever came from the 
mouth of Hitler. What would the Nuremberg judges have been glad if such competent words of Hitler 
could have been made use of. Since they were not found and the official documents, which said exactly 
the opposite, were kept under lock and key, one had to make use of forged documents, as in the case of 
the HofBbach Protocol, which have long since been proven as such. That's how unscrupulous our 
"Vergangenheitsbewiltiger" are today. Document 1068 Vol. II DBFP 1919-1939 proves Chamberlain's 
view that he was well aware of the disturbing recent development of the situation. This document is a 
memorandum which he sent from Bad Godesberg to the British envoy in Prague, Newton, as late as 
September 24, without the intervention of his Foreign Minister Halifax: "The reports of intermediary 
raids in the Sudetenland, which are increasing in number from hour to hour, show that the situation for 
the Sudeten German population has become completely intolerable and consequently a danger to peace 
in Europe. It is therefore essential that the cession of the Sudetenland, to which Czecho-Slovakia has 
agreed, should be carried out without delay." So Chamberlain had gone to Bad Godesberg not only 
with the approval of the British Cabinet but also with the Czech promise of the cession of the 
Sudetengaue. Only an approval of the mobilization set in motion by Halifax, which was then finally also 
approved by Chamberlain, had again thrown sand into the gears, with the Soviets playing a decisive 
role. The Soviet ambassador I. M. Maisky writes about this on page 78 "Who Helped Hitler?": "The 
Czecho-Slovak government rejected Hitler's 'Godesberg Program! on 22/23 September 1938. In this 
decision of the Czecho-Slovaks, the assurance received a few days earlier from the Soviet side that it 
would help Czecho-Slovakia in any case, even in the 

event of betrayal on the part of France, played a role." In this context, Hitler's preventive war in 1941, 
challenged by the Soviets, also appears in a completely different light. Here it was not primarily about 
the conquest of Russia, as history always likes to put it, but primarily about the crushing of the Russian 
army that had been deployed for the invasion of Europe, just as Hitler had pre-empted Churchill's same 
intention by only a few hours in 1940 by 207 occupying Norway. It was in this situation that Hitler 
made his famous speech at the Sports Palace in Berlin on September 26: "In view of the declaration by 
England and France that they would no longer support Czecho-Slovakia unless the fate of these peoples 
was finally changed and the territories released, Benesch found a way out. He admitted that these 
territories must be surrendered. That was his explanation! But what does he do? He did not cede the 
territory, but now he is expelling the Germans! And this is now the point where the game stops! Mr. 
Benesch had hardly spoken, when he started his military subjugation only more intensified again. We 
see the horrible numbers: one day 10,000 refugees, the next 20,000, one day later already 37,000, again 
two days later 41,000, then 62,000, then 78,000, now there are 9,000,107 ,000,137,000 and today 
214,000." The solution to the problem, as seen through the eyes of the Czechs, was the brutal expulsion 
and extermination of Germans. It was well known in Prague and in the other large European cities that 
the Czechs, with their so-called "peace-loving and democratic" policy, had not succeeded in the 20 


years of their own state existence, and had not even wanted to touch the nationality question, let alone 
solve it. They knew very well that they had done themselves an injustice in the eyes of the world public. 
But they also knew that a demanded plebiscite, despite their claims to the contrary, would put them in 
the wrong in the eyes of all public opinion. For this reason, this referendum was rejected on the grounds 
that "a referendum would mean the disintegration of the state and civil war." This assertion by Benesch 
was repeated several times, as British document 888 shows. The truth is - and this must be clearly stated 
before history - that the proposed cession of the Sudeten districts had already been agreed upon and 
accepted by the Prague government on September 19 in negotiations between the Western powers. 
Czechoslovakia had therefore already capitulated without the involvement of Hitler. But it would never 
have done so if it had been in the least convinced of the legitimacy of its claims. If her conscience had 
been clear, she would have defiantly stood up to the Franco-English insistence. Czecho-Slovakia under 
Benesch and Hodscha, as a former associate of Franz Ferdinand, the heir to the Austrian throne who was 
assassinated in Sarajevo, were in reality 208 never quite convinced of the viability of Czecho-Slovakia, 
as the biographer Feiling demonstrates in his book The life of Neville Ghamber-lain. In truth, neither 
wanted to fight for the preservation of Czecho-Slovakia. That is why they capitulated already one week 
before Munich. For this reason, the thesis that this state was destroyed by Munich, which is still 
widespread today, is simply wrong. In this tense period it was Hitler who kept his nerve. The most 
natural thing in the world would have been for him to come to the aid of the Sudeten Germans, who 
were being brutally persecuted by the Czechs, by marching in with the German Wehrmacht. Not he, 
but Mr. Benesch was the clear aggressor who had set in motion these murderous and intolerable 
conditions. But he didn't. Patiently waiting, he submitted democratically to the joint arbitration of the 
English, French and Italians, speaking only for Greater Germany, the fourth in the alliance. I still 
remember very well this atmosphere charged with the highest tension. As a young company commander 
of the Kolberg Regiment 4, I had been to the Wehrmacht demonstration followed by a parade in front 
of the Fiihrer at the extremely impressive Reich Party Congress in Nuremberg. Typical of the situation 
at that time was that at the same time that the Czechs were going crazy, we went with large 
detachments of troops, leaving our weapons at home, to the peaceful celebration of the Party Congress. 
After the celebration, which was unique for us, we listened to Hitler's words of warning, free of any 
agitation, appropriate to the seriousness of the hour. We were visibly impressed, but also outraged by the 
insolent chauvinism of the Czechs. We returned peacefully by train to our home in Kol-berg. No one 
showed any 'kind' of hysteria, We said to ourselves, the Fuhrer will make it all right. We were only 
surprised that we were still doing peaceful garrison duty despite the Czech mobilization. That is why we 
did not wonder about the conference convened in Munich on September 29 and 30 and were able to 
witness the overwhelming reception of the statesmen Chamberlain, Daladier and Mussolini on the radio 
and in the newsreels. It did not even occur to us that Hitler would not succeed in solving this situation 
forced upon us by peaceful means. As much as we young officers would have been irritated by the gun 
smoke, we were also convinced that Hitler's will and skill would succeed in achieving an appropriate 
peaceful solution of the Sudeten question and thus a further settlement of the Treaties of Versailles and 
St. Germain. And so it was. 209 Above all, we were all convinced, and I still am today, that this was a 
historically just claim of the Reich, which again brought us one step further away from the dishonorable 
criminal peace treaties of Versailles and St. Germain. And when I read again and again today that this 
meeting only came about under pressure from Hitler, I can only laugh about it. But even if this should 
have been the case, why should Hitler be reproached for it, when he stood up with all the determination 
of his personality for the legitimate right of his mistreated brothers and sisters in the Sudetenland, which 
had always been German. If, as a non-Pacifist, he rattled his sword in the process, then, in view of the 
seriousness of the situation, this has been a common custom of precisely those powers which have 


conquered world empires together. So nothing extraordinary! Above all, people like Churchill and Eden 
have no right to criticize this, because they have used these methods successfully eh and ever. Mr. 
Churchill for example in the Boer War, Mr. Eden again in 1953 at the illegal landing together with the 
French in Port Said. Such arguments do not hold water and are downright ridiculous. The Munich 
Conference was, contrary to today's distorted portrayal, an exemplary model for eliminating contentious 
areas of tension at the conference table. It was a model conference which came about and was conducted 
in accordance with all international rules, customs and practices. The rumors put about by Mr. 
Roosevelt for specious 

Roosevelt for specious reasons of his backers do not correspond to the historical facts, they are simply 
infamous lies. Never did Chamberlain, Daladier or even Mussolini claim that they were taken by 
surprise or even humiliated. This is downright absurd and are deliberately lying propaganda theses and 
inventions of the well-known and proven warmongers of the ilk of Roosevelt and Churchill. As we 
know, both even agreed to the conference, even co-initiated it, but not for the sake of peace, but 
exclusively to gain time for the completion of their rearmament and encirclement policy. The Munich 
Conference Highlight of Adolf Hitler's Success The Great Hope for Europe The Foreign Office reports 
in No. 2 of the Documents of the Prehistory of the War 1939: "After the Munich Conference, at 
Chamberlain's suggestion, a kind of final meeting took place on September 30, 1938, in Hitler's private 
apartment in Prinzregentenstrasse, in the presence of the only witness, the interpreter Paul Schmidts. In 
discussing the political situation, Hitler declared that the most difficult of all questions had now been 
resolved. In response to Chamberlain's fear that the Czechs might resist despite the agreement and thus 
trigger air raids on women and children, Hitler spontaneously replied: "that the thought of seeing 
infants killed by gas bombs is abhorrent to him". This remark by Chamberlain is not without a certain 
piquancy; for he was well aware that, in contrast to the German air force, the British assumed that they 
would carry out targeted and massive air attacks against residential centers during war negotiations 
against Germany. At that time, Hitler was unaware of such plans by the British, which violated the 
Geneva Convention. Then both statesmen talked about a necessary limitation of armaments, for which 
the time was favorable. Hitler's main concern in this discussion was the Soviet Union and communist 
ideology, which he said represented a deadly danger for Europe. In this connection, he was particularly 
concerned about the ambiguous attitude of the Poles toward the Soviets, since they did not want to 
commit themselves. "Poland would lie between Germany and Russia and have no idea of Germany's 
power of resistance." Economic questions were then broached, on which opinions differed widely, since 
Hitler, unlike Chamberlain, thought nothing of international borrowing to stimulate trade and uniform 
tariffs against all states! As is well known, Hitler had preferred to conclude successful bilateral trade 
treaties based on reciprocity, especially with the Balkan countries. Shortly before the end of this 
conversation, Chamberlain spontaneously made a proposal to Hitler to sign a declaration of friendship 
between the two countries that he had prepared. It read: "We, the German Fihrer and Chancellor and 
the British Prime Minister, have 

had another meeting today and are united in the recognition that the question of Anglo-German 
relations is of the very first importance for both countries and for Europe. We see the agreement signed 
last night and the Anglo-German Hotten Agreement as symbolic of the desire of our two peoples never 
again to go to war with each other. We are determined to deal with other questions which concern our 
two countries according to the method of consultation and to continue our efforts to remove any causes 
of disagreement 211 and in this way to help secure peace in Europe." Hitler had the two declarations 
prepared in English translated, agreed immediately, and signed both documents jointly with 
Chamberlain. No one was more satisfied and happy about this declaration than Adolf Hitler. I still 
remember how every German breathed a sigh of relief and was happy and glad about a real great 


moment in history. I would not know whether a similar moment ever moved and fascinated the minds 
of the citizens of the Federal Republic, which was so important and of decisive significance, as it did 
then. We all knew of Hitler's tenacious and patient courtship of England. We all hoped that the way 
would now be clear for peaceful cooperation between two brother nations for the benefit of Europe. 
This impression was reinforced when the newsreels showed Chamberlain's enthusiastic reception on his 
arrival at the London airport. I can still see the British Prime Minister today, waving the friendship 
paper in his hand and leaving his plane to a rapturous ovation, reading out the mutual declaration. A 
climax of confidence and enthusiasm was awakened in almost every German when this paper was made 
known in detail. Every word was spoken from the heart of every German. One had the feeling that two 
brothers coming from one family had finally put a capstone under their constant rivalry for the benefit 
of the whole, of a strong Europe. We now believed in an active awakening of the Occident. Hans 
Grimm, in his "Archbishop's Letter", has handed down to us the moving events in his polished language 
as impressively as no other, as follows: "I do not know of a single piece of political news in my life 
which would have aroused so much hope, indeed so much exaltation and deep feeling of gratitude 
among all restless people of good will in my fatherland. Infinitely great things seemed to have been won 
for Europe and for humanism', the dark question mark of the first step into a successful change of times 
and people seemed to have been removed. Free from the nightmarish pressure of a German-English 
misunderstanding, an ascent of mankind could be expected instead of the threatening descent. The 
words of the Revelation of John: "I saw a new heaven, and the earth was passed away, and the sea was 
no more" seemed to be beginning to be fulfilled. German special advantages? No, we certainly did not 
expect them. We could expect, if we are to speak of special advantages, that the balance of English and 
German opinions would progress, that National Socialism would no longer need its inner hardships and 
that under English influence its excesses would be eliminated... We hoped also for our people, as for the 
members of other peoples, that independent of all political and inherited boundaries every man and 
woman would find an unmutilated right to the full use of the gifts bestowed upon them by God and to 
the cultivation of their mother tongue and their own faith in the not too distant future... We saw in our 
thoughts the fulfillment of that better earthliness, which people had striven for in vain for almost 2000 
years on the way through the churches. We expected that the countless large and small unsolved 
problems would find their solution, that technology would again be caught up by metaphysics; that the 
balance between mass and creativity would be discovered; that the Jewish question of the world would 
finally find a clean elimination through a sufficient Jewish state. The general restriction of armaments, 
the commitment against bombing, the cessation of airplanes as a means of struggle would succeed. 
Nothing seemed impossible anymore, where England and Germany would come together, the hungry 
Germany, eternally protesting against incompleteness, and the conservative England, accustomed to 
security, racially so much healthier.... I will never forget the fever in which I and others waited for the 
radio reports after the Chamberlain-Hitler Agreement, for radio reports from England and abroad, and 
further from day to day for the "Times" arriving by mail, whose registered subscriber and reader I had 
been for year and day. I also went to the surrounding area to consult other English magazines and 
pictorial reports. I wanted to see, free from any influence of National Socialist propaganda, what they 
were saying outside and what they were thinking outside.... The happy hope lasted until after the picture 
of Chamberlain's arrival with his escort at the airfield in England, until after his happy declaration after 
landing, until those first words of welcome from the "Times" to the returning Chamberlain, which 
read: "No conqueror who has returned from a victory on the battlefield has come home with nobler 
laurels than Chamberlain yesterday to Munich. Then from the arrival at Londen, cold water rays began 
to be directed at him and his men and the Germans. In the first weeks of October, 1938, the strongest 
hope I ever had in my life for a general and early European human salvation collapsed. The drumfire of 


superstition and suspicion in England was again too great. It is from this situation that the declaration of 
the National Socialist Reichsfiihrer, the German-Austrian Hitler, in Saarbriicken on October 9, 1938, 
must be understood: The statesmen who are facing us want peace. We must believe that. They alone 
govern in countries whose internal construction makes it possible that they can be replaced at any time 
to make room for others who do not have peace so much in mind. And these others are there. In 
England, instead of Chamberlain, Mr. Duff Cooper or Eden or Mr. Churchill need only come to 
power, then we know exactly that it would be the aim of these men to start immediately a new world 
war. They make no secret of it 

they say so openly.... This obliges us to be vigilant and to take care of the Reich. Ready for peace at any 
time, ready for defense at any hour." Here Hans Grimm adds: "For years I had avoided listening to any 
speech by Hitler, the man who 'disturbed my inner being'. I must agree with these words of his and 
apologize to him silently and with bitterness, for he was right now, one might otherwise reject, even 
detest his peculiar nature, he was right, God be lamented, right." Here one recognizes Hitler's inner 
shock when he recognized the enormous danger that he saw his dreamlike European work, laid out for a 
generation, endangered by the fall of England. After all, he still had in his ear the voice of the then 
apparently well-meaning Halifax on occasion of his visit to Berchtesgaden in 1937: "England was tacitly 
prepared to give Germany the necessary free hand in the East." The Anglo-German friendship 
agreement had also encouraged him to believe that England and France would not fall into his arms on 
this. If there had been several more Munich agreements in the subsequent period, and if the responsible 
statesmen had acted according to these principles, conferences as reprehensible for the reputation of 
these statesmen as Yalta, Teheran, and Potsdam would never have been possible. Even Mr. Chamberlain 
turns the tables on Hitler, when he later speaks of the Munich Conference as an "insulting surprise," this 
is also historically wrong and dishonorable. Hitler would have had a right to speak of an "insulting 
surprise" for Germany when he learned a little later of Herr Chamberlain's apparent breach of the 
Friendship and Consulation Agreement 214. That the later victors make use of such lies for their own 
justification may still seem understandable. But that we Germans with our unresolved past masochism 
do the same and educate our children accordingly, is a regrettable condition of a period of subjugation 
that will and must pass. I have before me the book by the well-known German-American professor Dr. 
Austin App, "The Sudeten-German Tragedy", a proven champion of human rights. In this book he 
states that already in Casar's time the whole territory of Bohemia and Moravia was inhabited by 
Germanic peoples, and that only between the 6th and 10th centuries Slavic tribes, Czechs and Slovaks, 
immigrated as colonists. Since the foundation of the first German Empire the original population 
belonged to it. Prague was the first German university city. Until 1918, Bohemia-Moravia belonged to 
the Habsburg monarchy." He then goes on to write, "If now in the Western countries the slogan 'Never 
again Munich!’ is proclaimed in the sense of: It then goes on to say, published in the Deutscher Anzeiger 
of October 26, 1979: "First a quotation from the British professor A.J.P. Taylor, who as a historian is 
certainly not pro-German, but who strives for historical truth: "The Munich Agreement... was a 
triumph for anyone who teaches equal justice for all peoples, a triumph for those who rejected the 
harshness and short-sightedness of Versailles.... It was not the Munich Agreement that plunged the 
world into World War II, but the refusal of the Western powers to apply the procedure used at Munich 
for the peaceful restoration of justice to Danzig." Now where the real warmongers really sat, some 
sayings of the main actors of the so-called peaceful democracies illuminate. The hypocrite and crusader 
Roosevelt, who had recommended the cession of the Sudetenland in a message to his colleagues 
Chamberlain and Daladier as late as 9/26, unloaded "general opprobrium" on Chamberlain after the 
ratification of the 


Munich Agreement, and at the same time encouraged London, Paris, and also Warsaw "to adopt a 
position toward Germany which might possibly or even certainly have to lead to war. " (Barnes 
"Exposed Hypocrisy" p. 127 and 110) About the ambivalent England K. Zentner reports in "Illustrated 
History of the Second World War" p. 55: "Nevertheless Eng 215 land and France announce 
mobilization the next day (Munich Agreement). The war is imminent. In London, air-raid precautions 
are taken, anti-aircraft batteries go up everywhere. 10,000 children are immediately evacuated from 
London. Hospitals are hastily evacuated. In Paris, air-raid trenches are dug, sandbags appear in front of 
store windows. The railroad trains leaving the city are stormed, and are soon completely overcrowded. 
The crush of fleeing motor cars clogs the arterial roads. People anticipate German bombing raids, which 
their newspapers have been painting for you in the worst colors for years, even at a time when there 
were no bombers in Germany at all; panic seizes the people." Winston Churchill: "Hitler should not be 
let off so lightly. Hitler had extorted English concessions at gunpoint." (Prof. Hoggan "The Forced 
War" p. 255) The Czech envoy in London: "Churchill, after consultation with his people, advises and 
swears not to let out of hand for at least 48 hours the vital Czech fortifications. He is convinced that a 
great reaction is rising and growing here against the treason committed against us." (F. Lenz "Zauber um 
Dr. Schacht" p. 45) The French ambassador in Berlin, Francois Poncet is even more explicit to his Czech 
colleague A. Matny, immediately after the signing of the Munich Agreement: "Believe me, all this is not 
final. It is only a moment in history, which is now beginning and will now soon call everything into 
question." (Francois Poncet "As Ambassador in Berlin" p. 339) As fate would have it, Benesch, returning 
from his asylum in Prague after the war, could declare: "Isn't it beautiful? The only Central European 
city not destroyed. And all my doing!" (Taylor p. 185) As Chamberlain thought in spite of the 
concluded friendship treaty, Hitler was already told immediately after Munich from a telephone 
conversation with Daladier intercepted by the Géring office, "he had signed the treaty and the 
declarations of peace and friendship only in order to gain time for his own armament." Is this not an 
outright willful breach of the treaty? Is this the way an honorable English Premier acts, who has 
received the enthusiasm of the mass of the English people after the Munich Agreement? Was he not 
instructed by his Government to carry out the cession of the Sudetenland? Mind you, all this happened 
immediately after the Munich Agreement, well before the Protectorate of Bohemia-Moravia was 
created. So Chamberlain 216 was ready to instigate the war already at the time of this lawfully 
concluded Munich Agreement, which was supposed to serve the preservation of peace, and this against 
the will of his own people, who first had to be psychologically prepared for it. Mr. Chamberlain may 
allow himself a breach of treaty without the world crying out. Germany, which merely threw off the 
shackles of the Versailles Treaty of Shame out of self-preservation instinct, was condemned as a treaty 
breaker. Still on March 17, 1939, Chamberlain had declared in a speech in Birmingham: "Not one voice 
of criticism was raised when I first announced that I was going to Munich. Everybody applauded this 
attempt." Establishment of the Protectorate of Bohemia-Moravia In today's mass media and the usual 
presentation of the events of 1939, the position is always taken that Hitler began his intended plans of 
conquest with the invasion of Prague and the consequent dissolution of Czecho-Slovakia, thus breaking 
his declaration that he had no territorial claims. This is as much a superficial propaganda thesis as a 
deliberately misrepresented chain of inevitable events, the least of which was caused by Hitler. The 
Munich Agreement had by no means eliminated the tensions arising from the nationality question. For 
this reason, the powers sitting at the negotiating table in Munich could not bring themselves to 
guarantee the newly created borders. The strongest group, the Sudeten Germans, had been eliminated 
from the multi-layered national state, but the Slovaks, the Carpatho-Ukrainians, the Hungarians, and 
the Poles still had to come to an agreement with the chauvinistic Czechs in Prague. One would have 
expected that after the recent negative experiences the Prague government would show more 


understanding and accommodation with regard to the remaining minorities. But unconvinced, nothing 
or too little happened. Even though Czecho-Slovakia remained as a state and the alliance systems with 
the French and the Soviets, the strong fortifications against Germany had fallen away, so that Prague 
had experienced a not inconsiderable weakening in its ability to defend itself. This made it all the more 
necessary for the Czechs to come to an amicable agreement with the many minorities by granting them 
partnership rights. Hitler also saw this, he had no resentment against the Czechs, he was interested in a 
peaceful cooperation. 

In terms of foreign policy, Czecho-Slovakia could only align itself more closely with Germany, since it 
had been abandoned by its friends, France and England. Hitler's only concern was that the "airplane 
mother ship" was not reactivated by either the Soviets or the French. All insinuations that Hitler wanted 
to annex Bohemia and Moravia in order to create a "platform for an attack against Poland" or to be able 
to advance to the "Black Sea" according to Churchill's diatribes are nothing but legends. With Munich, 
the internal political sources of conflict were by no means eliminated. The disintegration of this 
multiethnic state came from within without Hitler's intervention. Even before the Munich Agreement, 
the Slovaks and Carpatho-Ukrainians had demanded their independence. This happened already on 
May 30, 1938, on the anniversary of the Pittsburg Treaty. This treaty had been concluded even before 
the end of the World War by the future first President of the Republic and some Slovak emigrants in 
the USA to the surprise of the world public. His behavior at that time had caused surprise and protests, 
especially among Slovaks, because emigrants were not considered to be authorized to make such far- 
reaching decisions over the heads of the people concerned. In order not to let this foundation of an exile 
state fail in the face of the American president, Slovaks and Czechs had accommodated each other to 
such an extent that the Slovaks were promised a special position to decide their own fate in ten years at 
the latest. This fact was to be enshrined in the constitution and the state to be founded was to be 
governed federatively. However, these promises were by no means kept by the Czechs when Czecho- 
Slovakia was founded in 1919, and the essential clauses of the Pittsburgh Treaty were disregarded. The 
Allies also showed disinterest in the promised observance of a federal constitution. Thus it could not fail 
that the tensions between Czechs and Slovaks deepened to a growing extent due to Prague's claims to 
power. On October 6, 1938, on the 20th anniversary of the Treaty of Pittsburgh, all Slovak members of 
the Prague Parliament, with the exception of the Communists and the Social Democrats, demanded the 
autonomy of their country without even the slightest influence of Hitler. The very next day an 
autonomous government was constituted in Bratislava, which was also recognized by the Prague 
cabinet. All this was 218 a domestic affair over which Hitler had no influence whatsoever; indeed, it 
took him by surprise. Just a few days later, the same thing happened with Carpatho-Ukraine, which 
formed a government recognized by Prague on October 9, 1938, in Uzhhorad under the leadership of 
Brody. Both new prime ministers had to take their oath of office in Prague on the constitution of the 
now federal state. The Slovak Autonomy Act was enacted on November 22. It did not meet all the 
demands of the Slovaks, since the Prague government reserved some of the sovereign rights. At least the 
Slovak provincial government had been given its own parliament with legislative power. In the spring of 
1939, a new dispute between Czechs and Slovaks began. The reason was the demand of the Slovaks for 
more influence and a say in the distribution of taxes, self-government and the army. These rights were 
denied to them, so that despite progress with regard to their aspirations for independence, Slovakia 
remained a second-rate state. At this stage of development, Hitler still tried to back the Czechs because 
he feared further complications and unrest due to the constant territorial claims of the Hungarians and 
Poles. The opinion, which is still widespread today, that Hitler stood behind the Polish and Hungarian 
territorial claims or even made himself their spokesman, is false and does not correspond to the historical 
truth. Nor did he exert any influence on the regional elections held in Slovakia and Carpatho-Ukraine, 


or even order them. The results of these elections are nevertheless very interesting and allow conclusions 
to be drawn about the unfortunate, almost impossible construction of the multi-ethnic state of Czecho- 
Slovakia, which always tried to present itself as a nation-state. The population of Slovakia voted by 98 
%, and in Carpatho-Ukraine by 92.5 %, in favor of an autonomous government and thus against Prague 
centralism. This election result shows very clearly the recklessness with which the Allies after World 
War II united peoples that were not organically connected into a state structure that was not viable in 
the long run. In fact, however, they were not concerned with this, but exclusively with offending and 
weakening 

the Germans and the Austrians. Basically, the Allies were the ones responsible for all the mischief that 
inevitably had to develop from it. It is too simple and primitive to blame Hitler or Germany. And if the 
German people do not defend themselves against such historical 219 falsehoods, they will remain 
condemned to eunuchism. It is equally untrue that Hitler ordered the Slovak leader Professor Dr. Tuka 
to Berlin. He came on February 12, 1939, of his own free will and out of concern of the once again 
approaching disastrous development between Czechs and Slovaks. He came as a friend of Germany and 
with a reverential respect and veneration for the person of Hitler. Perhaps this circumstance disturbs 
those who deal with the past. But this should not be a reason for historical research to deny or even 
falsify the historical truth. It is a fact that Dr. Tuka addressed Hitler as "my Fihrer". Likewise, it cannot 
be denied that he expressed his conviction that "further coexistence between Czechs and Slovaks is 
impossible". Nor is it possible to deny his request "that now, my Fuehrer," he said, "I place in your 
hands the fate of my people, which awaits its full liberation from them." Is this how a statesman speaks 
to an alleged fool or criminal? Surely there must have been something more trusting and respectful of 
such a man to whom the fate of his own people is to be entrusted. Why did this man not go to Mr. 
Chamberlain or Mr. Daladier or even to Mr. Stalin to present his request? If one thinks this event 
logically to the end, according to today's distorted view of history about Hitler, the allegedly land- 
hungry world conqueror, Hitler should now have enthusiastically embraced Dr. Tuka and awarded him 
one of the highest medals. Exactly the opposite, however, happened. He remained very reserved! K. 
Zentner writes on page 60 in his "Illustrated History of the Second "World War": "Hitler answered 
evasively. He does not want to commit himself at all and fears that an official intervention in favor of 
the Slovaks could harm the just concluded German-French friendship treaty.... Hitler merely assures 
that if Slovakia should be independent, then he wanted to guarantee this independence desired by the 
people." I wonder if ever a French or English statesman would have mustered the same political 
wisdom, or if the desire for colonial accretion would not have been stronger? This extreme reluctance 
on Hitler's part is also confirmed from British Document 230, IV Bd. DBFP of 3/13/1939: "Until quite 
recently there was no sign of German intervention. Both the Czech radio and the Czech Foreign 
Minister, Dr. Chvalkowsky, affirmed that there had been no indication that the Slovene propaganda of 
separation had been inspired by the Reich or by the German minority in Slovakia there were 113,000 
Germans. Very probably the development of the present situation will result in Slovakia either 
becoming nominally independent or remaining bound to Prague by even looser federal ties than at 
present, and German influence in Slovakia will dominate either way." It was not until the March Crisis, 
triggered by the Czechs, Poles and Hungarians, created an explosive situation, again without Hitler's 
intervention. This was ignited by the Czechs! unconstitutional dissolution of the government in 
Carpatho-Ukraine on March 6, and in Slovakia by the order to remove Prime Minister Dr. Tiso and 
two of his closest associates from office. In addition, two Slovak politicians were arrested and then a new 
government under Sidar was established in Slovakia from Prague. The latter happened on March 9 and 
13. On March 14, the Polish foreign minister suddenly declared "that his government sympathized with 
Slovakia's efforts." The French Foreign Minister, G. Bonnet, writes on page 41 in "Before the 


Catastrophe": "More than that, Poland felt that Czechoslovakia must disappear in the near future, and it 
was preparing itself to take part of the inheritance. For my part, on May 25, 1938, I conversed on the 
same subject with the Polish Ambassador in Paris, Lukasiewicz, and asked him to urge upon his 
Government that Poland should side good-willingly with the great powers supporting Czecho- 
Slovakia. Lukasiewicz answered me that Czecho-Slovakia was an arbitrary composite of numerous 
minorities extremely hostile to each other, a country condemned to death. To defend it in spite of 
everything 

to defend it in spite of everything was a grave mistake on the part of France and Great Britain." Colonel 
Beck, as Polish Foreign Minister, had always called Czecho-Slovakia a "provisional and caricature". 
After Munich he worked single-mindedly toward a further breakup of that state, laying claim to Czech 
industrial areas and Slovak territories. His main concern was to obtain a common border with Hungary. 
As can be read in the documents "on German Foreign Policy V, Doc. 71, 74, 79, 87, and 94, the 
demands were made with "extraordinarily strong pressure" - "if necessary, also with the use of force". 
Poland, moreover, had its eyes on Moravian Ostrava as well and had concentrated troops for this 
purpose. Just as in the case of Poland, Hitler had not advised the Hungarians to move into Carpatho- 
Ukraine on 13 March 1939 to settle old 221 territorial claims. Even Churchill had to state that there had 
been agreements on this between Poland and Hungary, but never with Germany. "In Germany one is 
completely surprised by the Czech action. Hitler is in Vienna for the annual celebration of the Austrian 
Anschluss. Goering is on vacation in St. Remo. Hitler's anger at the new provocation, which he 
perceives as a Czech action, knows no bounds. He immediately orders everything to be prepared for a 
military invasion of Czecho-Solvakia." (K. Zentner "Illustrierte Weltgeschichte") The climax of this 
crisis triggered by the Czechs, Poles and Hungarians was the surprising visit of the Czech President Dr. 
Hacha to Berlin on March 14, 1939. Here, too, the lie is still spread today that he was ordered there by 
Hitler more or less by force. The historical truth, however, is that he came voluntarily at his own 
request. It should not be uninteresting for the assessment of the situation that in view of the difficult 
circumstances, namely the detachment of Slovakia, the Carpatho-Ukraine, the threat of the Hungarians 
and Poles with their ultimate territorial demands, the English ambassador in Prague, Sir Basil Newton, 
had advised President Hacha to go to Berlin and to discuss with Hitler the desperate situation of this 
country. This was certainly sensible advice, given quite in the spirit of a reasonable settlement of the 
difficult situation. To what extent a certain schadenfreude on the part of the Empire and the desire for a 
further aggravation of the situation in the direction of a desired war played a part in this can only be 
conjectured. As to the person of Dr. Hacha, it should be said that he had previously been the President 
of the Supreme Court of the CSR for many years. After the Munich Agreement Benesch had to resign. 
Dr. Hacha succeeded him and was democratically elected by all the representatives of the Czech people. 
Hitler, of course, did not have any influence on this election or even tried to do so. Dr. Hacha had 
expressly obtained the authority of his government for his trip to Berlin. This is important to know. But 
for the sake of historical truth, let us let the "Documents on International Affairs 1939-1945" Vol. V. 
pp- 50/51 speak, which were also before the IMT at Nuremberg and were recognized as genuine: 
"Hacha, on accepting the post of President of the Republic, fell to the heaviest task of his life, and 
therefore he dared to ask the Fiihrer to receive him. He was convinced that the fate of the CSR was in 
the hands of the Fuhrer, and he believed that it was in safe hands there. He had no grounds for 
complaint about 222 what was happening in Slovakia. He has long been convinced that it is impossible 
for the many peoples to live together in this one political entity. Although their languages are similar to 
a considerable extent, they have nevertheless developed in very different directions. The Czechs have 
had more points of reference to Germany than Slovakia, which has always maintained a stronger 
inclination toward the Magyars. The Czechs have maintained their relations only with the Protestant 


Slovaks, while the Catholic Slovaks have repelled the Czechs.... He does not stand alone with these 
points of view, but is sure that 80% of the population thinks so." If this passage already says a lot, 
unfortunately some very essential passages of this speech of Dr. Hacha have been suppressed. In IMT 
XXI, p. 140 Doc. 2797-PS it is said: "He had long desired to meet the man whose Wonderful Ideas he 
had often read and followed. Moreover, the whole (Masaryk-Benesch) system was foreign to him, so 
foreign that immediately after the turnaround (October 1938) he had asked himself whether it was at all 
fortunate for Czechoslovakia to be an independent state.... These were the reasons why a good 
agreement could never have been reached, and he was glad that the development had taken this path... 
He believes that the Fuehrer will not have too good an experience with the Slovaks.... For the rest, he 
does not shed a tear for Slovakia." Otto MeiBner writes in "Secretary of State under President Ebert, 
Hindenburg and Hitler" on page 476: "Already on the way from the train station to his hotel "Adlon" 
Dr. Hacha reported in excited conversation that in view of the situation in his homeland, which had 
become untenable, he had come to the decision to approach the Fuehrer and Reich Chancellor for help 
and protection, and that he hoped to find in him a willingness to engage in joint political work." The 
President of the Republic had come by train, since he was not allowed to use an airplane because of his 
serious heart disease. 

He was received at the train station with all the honors due to a head of state, by a company of honor at 
the Anhalter Bahnhof with a presenter's grip, Czech and German national anthem, and also in front of 
the Reich Chancellery by the "Adolf Hitler" Life Guards, where he walked down the front under the 
presenter's march. Here, too, the question must be asked why the Czech President in his distress turned 
to Hitler and not to the well-meaning democracies in England and France? So Dr. Hacha came 
voluntarily. Undoubtedly, he was under the pressure of the domestic events of his country and under 
the compulsion of the Hungarians invading on 223 the same day, who arbitrarily occupied a demanded 
border strip. An invasion of the Poles was also to be expected hourly. It is also necessary to know that 
Hitler had gained a certain position of trust in the eyes of Dr. Hachas by decisively standing up for the 
interests of the Czechs against the Hungarians during the negotiations which were concluded on 
November 2, 1938 with the "Vienna Arbitration Award". This again proved Hitler's statesmanlike 
wisdom. Despite the anti-German Czech policy shown for more than 20 years, he could not allow a 
deadly body snatching in the interest of the survivability of the CSR. I think this fact, too, is convincing 
evidence that Hitler did not want or plan in the long run to break up the CSR. There were always good 
relations with Hungary. All the more astonishing were Hitler's and Mussolini's decisions to the 
disadvantage of the Hungarians. Today's purposeful "history writing" and its history-less commentators 
use to describe the result of this conversation between Hitler and Dr. Hacha as having taken place under 
the "influence of drugs". Of course, this is untrue and a pure propaganda of purpose. All these events 
have little to do with the outbreak of the war. The decision to go to war had already been made by the 
Allies before the Munich Conference. It was only a question of continuing to foment, to look for any 
occasions and to set traps in order to then prepare the world public for war with false information by 
means of corresponding propaganda efforts. The only possible and justifiable proposal of Hitler in this 
emergency situation, which he had not caused, was the agreement of Dr. Hacha to transform a CSR, 
which was currently in the process of dissolution, into a German protectorate. I do not know what other 
possibility could have been considered to prevent a complete chaos, a warlike intervention of the 
Hungarians, the Poles and perhaps also of France and the Soviet Union. The result would have been the 
total dissolution of the CSR. Hitler was least interested in a warlike confrontation. Our armaments were 
aimed at a peaceful economic policy in 1942-43. Dr. Hacha was never run over. He had ample 
opportunity to communicate constantly with his government by telex and telephone in order to obtain 
its approval. This also happened in every case. Already from Dr. Hacha's introductory words, which he 


had delivered calmly and without interruption on Hitler's part, one can deduce his readiness for the 
same 224 solution. His radio speech in Prague the day before, after a vote in the Cabinet, also indicates 
the same intention. In this speech, Dr. Hacha had announced far-reaching internal political changes and 
his trip to Hitler for the next day. If he had not been acting on behalf of his government, or even as a 
traitor, he would certainly not have been able to leave Prague unhindered on his special train. Likewise, 
his inaugural speech and the approval of his cabinet obtained by telephone speak for the intention and 
voluntariness of his decision to sign the agreement with Hitler on the same day. 

the same day. Moreover, the course of the German invasion that took place the next day also speaks for 
an intended peaceful solution. Despite the mobilization of the Czech army, the invasion was completely 
peaceful. Despite considerable supplies of weapons, no resistance whatsoever was offered. It is 
historically important that Hitler did not intervene in the events "until events had destroyed the Munich 
Agreement. "(Taylor "The Origins of the second World War" p. 203) Chamberlain also expressed a 
different opinion before the House of Commons on March 16 than one likes to present today: "Thus 
(with the break-up of the CSR from within) a state of affairs had ceased to exist which had always been 
regarded by His Majesty's Government as temporary". Two days earlier, that is, on the day of the 
negotiation between Hitler and Dr. Hacha, Chamberlain reported to the House of Commons "that no 
unprovoked attacks had been made by Germany on Czecho-Slovakia." (German Book of Wisdom No. 
2, p. 249, Doc. 257) The world and certainly not we Germans have any reason, even in this case any 
historically tenable reason, to accuse Hitler of improper conduct or even of wanting war. P. H. Nicoll 
"England's War against Germany", page 65, also sums up: "Chamberlain as well as Sir John Simon 
declared that the Slovak and Ruthenian independence movements, which they neither intended to 
weaken nor to suppress, have put an end to the Czech state. As a result, there is no need to protect the 
Czech borders. " Henderson wrote in his 1941 memoirs, "Unfortunately, the Czechs were incredibly 
short-sighted uhd despotic in their treatment of the Slovaks, and the separatists among the latter no less 
blind and disloyal in their attitude toward the Czechs. It was obvious that the quarrel that had arisen 
between them exposed both equally to German interference. And during the week preceding the 
occupation of Prague I did my utmost to 225 persuade the Czech minister in Berlin to exert all his 
influence with his government, to induce it to lose no time in settling the dispute with the Slovaks and 
withdrawing the troops from Bratislava before it was too late. My warnings to M. Matny that his 
government was playing the game for Hitler and that its folly would end in disaster either fell on deaf 
ears or he himself failed to impress Prague. The Czech government persisted in its obstinacy." ("Failure 
of a Mission" p. 202) In Munich, after the cession of the Sudeten territories, no guarantee had ever been 
established by the signatories of this agreement, as was originally intended. This guarantee was to be 
given at a later point in time, if a reasonable settlement of the minority question on the part of the 
Czechs had taken place beforehand. This, however, had not been achieved. That is why Churchill could 
rightly state soberly in his speech "Into the fray" on page 177: "We had no contractual obligations 
towards Czecho-Slovakia. We had never vouched for their security". Nor can Hitler be blamed for the 
fact that after Munich the Hungarians, the Ruthenians, the Slovaks and the Czechs turned with their 
problems not to the English and the French, but to Hitler and Mussolini. Certainly, this was an 
annoyance for both great powers, but at least it was an indication of how much the power-political 
relations had shifted within this Central European area. Basically, it is the same again today. We are 
naturally the organizing factor of this area, if only because of our location and our efficiency. We can 
control this area from the edge of Europe only to a limited extent. This is a truism that is only somewhat 
mitigated today by the fact that this policy is, or at least should be, pursued within the framework of the 
Western European alliance. If Germany were to leave this system today, the whole alliance would 
inevitably collapse. The same applies to the GDR within the Warsaw Pact. In this respect, we Germans 


have it somewhat easier today, because our envious adversaries of the time are forced to sit in the same 
boat with us, and thus the system of interests is the same. But to condemn Hitler from today's point of 
view regarding the settlement of this difficult Czech question only because he made this order is not 
very convincing. In view of the Soviet danger threatening Europe, which he, as the only statesman in 
the world, clearly recognized and knew how to assess, he could not afford a trouble spot in the heart of 
Europe like the one in the Czechoslovak Republic and had to defuse this powder keg in the interest of 
peace. For 226 he saw the world communist revolution coming from the East as the ultimately decisive 
struggle approaching. The Western powers saw only in hateful blindness toward a Germany growing 
too strong their petty and egoistic advantages of a thinking biased from the past century. Today, this 
short-sightedness has led to the fact that this small remnant of Germany has to maintain a Bundeswehr 
more than twice as strong as the Wehrmacht before the outbreak of war in terms of combat power. I do 
not even want to talk about the NATO units now needed for the security of Western Europe, the 
French army and the enormous American military potential. The miscalculation at that time costs the 
victors and the vanquished dearly today, including the German citizen, who has to pay much more taxes 
for it today than in Hitler's time. As far as the evaluation of Dr. Hacha's request in his capacity as 
President of the Republic is concerned, no principle of international law has been disregarded, and no 
one has the right to disregard the decisions of two elected and confirmed statesmen, and to expatiate 
such agreements as injustice, breach of promise or treason, without providing conclusive proof, still less 
to indulge in invective and immoderate agitation. For the Czechs, no matter how much tragedy and 
dynamite there may be in such an event for outsiders, they will not be able to deny before history that 
they themselves, along with their state founders, were responsible for this explosion, which was 
intolerable for the security of Europe, but never Hitler. Conversely, the same fate has befallen them 
after the attempt 

of liberalization by people like Dubczek on the part of their allied Soviets. This should give pause for 
thought. Nor should anyone presume to judge Flider's decision to occupy Bohemia and Moravia 
militarily and turn it into a protectorate. Until now, every state still had the right and the duty to make 
its own assessment of the situation and the resulting measures and necessities for securing its existence. In 
this case this was all the more true, because even before the Munich Conference Roosevelt, in charge of 
the United States of America, as well as England, on which, with Churchill's and his backers' help, a 
corresponding pressure was exerted by America, and France, in tow of England, but with its military 
alliance with the Soviet Union, openly worked towards a war against the Greater German Reich. 
Therefore, one should also get into the habit again of respecting political necessities which are in the 
national interest with regard to the 227 rights of life and security needs of every people. It would be 
reprehensible and fatal for the future if governments should presume to use their interests as a yardstick 
for evaluating naked vital interests of other peoples. Since this has been done and is still done today, the 
ground has been taken away from a supranational ojective evaluation and thus from jurisdiction. Past- 
appraisers, nest-smugglers, story-writers, ordered and paid contemporary historians instead of 
independent historians, commentators and scribblers bound by salary and instructions will not be able 
and will not want to do this. Yes, they must not, because otherwise a world would collapse, the rejected 
vocabularies would be invalid and new approaches would have to happen, which will and must come 
once as surely as the Amen in the church. One may argue whether the military invasion of Prague, the 
oldest German university and imperial city, was absolutely necessary, and whether it would not have 
been better, for optical reasons, to settle this political settlement without this invasion. But who will 
presume today to put himself in the place of those responsible at that time and to guarantee that another 
way would have passed so peacefully even without a drop of bloodshed. In any case, success proved 
Hitler and Dr. Hacha right. Coming out of the town hall, one is always wiser. It is known that Hitler 


was by no means overly happy about this forced solution. He did not care about conquering a country 
with foreign minorities. He was concerned, in view of the danger of war, with the elimination of an 
international hotbed of danger of the first order. Hitler never regarded this spontaneously arrived at 
solution as final, but only necessary for the moment. He was quite prepared to enter into negotiations 
with England and France, but never with the Soviet Union, on the question of the "protectorate" even 
in connection with the still open Danzig and the question of passage through the Polish corridor, which 
were still on the negotiating table. There are two proofs of this, which have been wisely 

have been concealed so far. First, there is a British letter from Ambassador Henderson to the head of the 
Central Department of the Foreign Office, Mr. Strang, dated mid-August, available in DBFP 1919- 
1939, Vol. VH, Doc. 37: "Hitler's reference to the Protectorate being a necessity for the moment is 
worth remembering. I have some reason to believe that he is not satisfied with the March 15 solution 
and realizes that he may have made a mistake. Bohemia may ultimately be a matter of wording, as the 
SA Chief of Staff told me. It may be whatever, as long as it is not developed into a bastion against the 
Deut 228 ch Reich and as a bridgehead for an attack on Germany." Second, in April, i-e., immediately 
after the establishment of the protectorate, the Romanian Foreign Minister Gafencu was informed 
during his visit to Berlin of Hitler's readiness to compromise on the protectorate question. Immediately 
afterwards, the latter flew to London, where he made hints to Lord Halifax in this regard. Halifax did 
not even think of taking up this question. If he had really been interested in a détente in the sense of 
peacekeeping, he would have had to seize this opportunity, especially since it would have given 
England's moral position an unusual boost. But what did morality mean to Halifax as a warmonger? In 
truth, Britain was not interested in the fate of this country. It had never had internal relations with the 
CSR and found it difficult to pronounce even the difficult name of that country. It did not even care to 
prove to the world public its so much praised loyalty to principles with a constructively peaceful foreign 
policy. If the official version after Munich was already one of "neither war nor peace," now the 
establishment of the protectorate was for England, under massive pressure from Roosevelt, the long- 
sought and desired reason for war, in order to announce the destruction of Germany's supremacy on the 
continent. Therefore, in complete misjudgment of Hitler's intentions, such vocabulary as "conspiracy 
against world peace" and "creation of a platform for encircling Poland" and "penetration of the Black 
Sea" were uttered, which were intended to poison the atmosphere in a planned and deliberate manner 
and to suspect Germany of the role which they themselves intended to play. The fact that even the re- 
educated German people today take up such slogans again only proves their simple-mindedness and 
laziness of thinking. By the way, these are also well-tried communist methods, which one used now 
oneself, because one wooed the Soviet Union as a comrade-in-arms and then later gambled everything 
away. This brutal power politics of England with the pressure of America, in addition the henchman 
France was not able to think in the historical European framework and used the CSR, which never 
existed before, in its short-sighted Versailles dogmatism only as ignition fuel for a war to be instigated 
against Germany. One would have been glad if this peaceful invasion of German troops had been 
connected with fighting or if the Czech government had cried Zetermordio. Yes, one was disappointed 
that nothing of the kind happened. Thus, war could not be provoked at that time, but one had to wait 
until a better opportunity arose. I am of the opinion that the rejection of the generous German proposals 
for negotiations with Poland on the basis of the British guarantee concerning Danzig and the passage 
through the corridor were causally connected with Hitler's decision to eliminate the trouble spot 
Czecho-Slovakia from the world. Today it is said that if Hitler had been satisfied with the annexation of 
the Sudeten Germans and had died a natural death at that time, he would certainly have gone down in 
history as one of the most successful statesmen of modern times! But he did not manage to stop on his 
dangerous way and to bring to the world the long-awaited peace. This is then passed off as his historical 


mistake. Here the question arises, did the world want to have peace? Wasn't Germany already so strong 
again with its self-sufficient economic policy that envy grew out of it, because the others had not coped 
so well with the world economic crisis. Hitler had denounced the Treaty of Versailles, the cause of all 
evil, to the cheers of all those with insight. He demanded only what was indispensable for the Reich. In 
the interest of world peace, he renounced essential demands that his predecessors would never have 
dared to make, thus showing the world his reason and modesty. He had renounced the German South 
Tyrol with the Brenner Pass. He had concluded an agreement with France on December 6, 1938, 
despite the fomented English excitement. It stated: "The German Government and the French 

Government are unanimously convinced that peaceful and good neighborly relations between Germany 
and France constitute one of the essential elements in the consolidation of conditions in Europe and the 
maintenance of general peace. Both Governments note that there are no longer any questions of a 
territorial nature pending between their countries and solemnly recognize as final the frontiers between 
their countries as they presently stand." Hitler had thus surrendered Lorraine and purely German Alsace. 
He had renounced Eupen-Malmedy, Northern Schleswig, but also Eastern Upper Silesia, Wet Prussia 
and Posen. He refused to establish a large fleet and thus renounced any naval ambitions. He had built up 
and made flourish the German economy, which could not disturb England's interests. Does someone 
want to conquer the world who explicitly renounces the expansion of a hotte? 230 Hitler had achieved 
all this with persistent courage and considerable determination. It is not uninteresting, on the other 
hand, to recall the saying of Herr Stresemann, so highly esteemed today, which he made shortly before 
his death in 1929: "If the Allies had met me only once, I would have put the German people behind me, 
indeed even today I could put them behind me. But they have given me nothing, and the slight 
concessions they have made have always come too late. So we are left with nothing but brute force The 
future is in the hands of the new generation, and this, the German youth, We have lost. Herein lies my 
tragedy and theirs, the Allies' crime." Herein lies the knowledge and the confession that the youth is 
ready to follow only the one who, with new viable ideas, finds ways and means to break the fetters, not 
alone for the restoration of the German living space, but of a Central European power which, in the 
interest of Europe, had been the first to recognize the threat coming from the East and which was also 
ready to assume the function of this bulwark for the Occident. But what had Hitler gained with all his 
renunciations, which were only possible for him? Was he really the insatiable conqueror? 

The Saar region, which belonged to Germany, had been returned in accordance with the treaty, the 
demilitarized German Rhineland, ie. our territory, had again been garrisoned with German garrisons, 
German Austria had been reunited with the Reich, the Sudetenland and the Memelland had been 
annexed to the Reich. The enforced establishment of the Protectorate could well have been only an 
interim solution, if it seemed otherwise than desirable. 10 million Germans who had previously been 
forced to live outside the Greater German Reich had been brought home. In all these cases, the 
territories and people had been purely German. The only exceptions were the 7 million Czechs who 
were now grouped together in an autonomous state federation, the Protectorate of Bohemia-Moravia. 
They now lived together within a bloc of 75 million Germans. They enjoyed all the privileges of a 
minority. Their nationality was never touched, administratively and culturally they enjoyed full 
autonomy and were not called up for military service, not even during the war. In addition, their 
economic existence was secured in an excellent manner throughout the war; they received better rations 
than the Reich Germans during this time. Settlement and entry of Germans could only happen with 
special permission. During the war, the Protectorate 231 enjoyed almost paradisiacal conditions 
compared to the Reich, since the area was largely spared from bombing terror. If one compares these 
freedoms with the oppressive policy of the Czechs against the Germans, Hitler must be praised as a 
model of a humane statesman who served the cause of international understanding. During the whole 


war, as I was able to convince myself twice after convalescent leave after being wounded eight times, 
there was an excellent and good relationship between Germans and Czechs, but also with the German 
authorities, with very few exceptions. Everything else is a subsequently invented and propagated lie of 
convenience. Because this was so, the Soviets and the British tried to stir up discord and destroy the 
good understanding with commandos smuggled in from outside. Their success was limited. The only 
exception was the assassination of the Reichsprotektor Hey-derich, who very humanely and prudently 
and enjoyed a certain reputation among the Czechs. This, however, was the very reason why England 
had two Czechs in exile parachuted in with an assassination order, in order to challenge the Germans to 
unwelcome counterattacks after a successful assassination. The English succeeded in this case as well, 
because the assassination of Heyderich was followed by the shooting of 172 male inhabitants of the 
village "Lidece" as a perhaps regrettable countermeasure. This place had kept the murderers hidden. The 
propaganda later knew how to exploit this event accordingly. However, it should be remembered that 
this event took place during the war, when, in order to prevent further such crimes, this measure should 
have aimed at a particularly harsh deterrence. After the war, the Czechs did not thank the Germans for 
the development of their industry and agriculture and for their humane treatment. Their so-called 
liberation by the Soviets meant the acceptance of a much higher degree of bondage, which today makes 
many a Czech think back wistfully to the golden days of Adolf Hitler. The expulsion and deprivation of 
the Sudeten German population, up to and including extermination by murder, was called for as early as 
1938 by Benesch, Masaryk, and Ripka, who had formed a self-proclaimed government-in-exile in 
London. Then, during the Second World War, the criminal plan of genocide (Holocaust) against the 
Germans was prepared according to plan by the governments of the USA, the USSR and England. In 
September 1941 Benesch published 232 under the title "New Order" the "resettlement" of the national 
"minorities" as a solution to the problem, a solution contrary to international law according to his old 
method. Once the Germans of this area had been murdered and expelled, there was no need for a 
referendum. On August 15, 1942, the British Parliament illegally declared the Munich Agreement 
invalid. That Hitler, however, denounced the Versailles Treaty of Shame, the same hasards, however, 
put down as wrong, although the first treaty was duly negotiated, the second, however, was immorally 
extorted. A month later, the English Parliament declared to the Czech government-in-exile that "in 
principle, they do not oppose the expulsion of the Sudeten Germans." This declaration was joined by de 
Gaulle on June 6, 1943. On June 3, 1943, the Soviets also gave their approval to the expulsion of the 
Germans. That Roosevelt and Churchill played a particularly criminal role in this plot should not be 
surprising if one knows the characters of these two men. The Adantik Charter had no validity for the 
Germans. Yet they hypocritically held their Bible in their hands. Roosevelt had his criminal Jewish 
morning master plan in mind and Churchill, despite some protests in the English House of Commons 
and House of Lords, suppressed all efforts to be humane to the enemy. American professor Dr. Austin J. 
App writes: "The disaster in the Sudetenland and Bohemia began with April 5, 1945, when Benesch and 
Masaryk moved their headquarters to Kosice in eastern Slovakia. On March 17, 1945, in Moscow, they 
had again proclaimed Czecho-Slovakia as a nation-state in which the minorities would have no separate 
rights. They proclaimed the establishment of an anti-fascist Czechoslovak army, announced the 
nationalization of industry and agricultural property, and the expulsion of all those who had German 
citizenship. It was a carte blanche for the Holocaust against the Germans. The orgies of hatred and 
genocide began immediately after Hitler's death on April 30, 1945. Czech mobs had long been 
systematically incited to violence. As early as October 27, 1943, Benesch shouted on London radio: "In 
our country the end of the war will be prescribed in blood. The Germans will be paid back mercilessly 
and manifold for everything they have done in our country since 1938.... There will be no Czechoslovak 
who will not take part in this task." After his return from Moscow in February 1944, Benesch declared 


in the Council of State in Exile: "The revolution must be tremendous. There must be a 233 tremendous 
reckoning of the people with the Germans, a bloody merciless struggle." The commander of the Czech 
forces abroad, General Sergei Ingr, urged his compatriots with the following words: "When our day 
comes, the whole nation will shout out the old cry of the Hussites: 'strike them, kill them, leave no one 
alive!' Everyone must strive to acquire weapons to hit the Germans the hardest. If firearms are not 
available, every other kind of weapon, such as slashing and stabbing weapons, must be prepared and 
concealed." On February 25, 1945, the coalition of the government-in-exile, "the National Front," 
declared over the radio from Moscow and London: "Attack the accursed Germans, kill the occupiers. 
Punish the traitors and force the cowards and the saboteurs of the national struggle to be silent." These 
and similar calls for murder should be kept in mind today, when in such cases the German side retaliated 
with full justification. But how are uninformed judges and people who deal with the past supposed to 
get an objective picture today, if all these things are concealed and trivialized ? It is further printed in the 
"Deutscher Anzeiger" on page 7 No. 44 of 26.11.1979: "On May 5, 1945, the murder culminated in the 
first climax! Soviet agents and paratroopers in Prague incited the Czechs to a wild uprising against the 
Germans. It seems that Benesch, Masaryk and Ripka wanted to hasten the expulsion of over 3 million, 
fearing that forces might be found among the Americans and British to oppose this barbarism. In fact, 
the military government's advisor, Robert D. Murphy, reported the tragedy of the expulsion to the State 
Department in a memorandum in October 1945. However, Murphy was the only official Allied figure 
who had the courage to protest these atrocities. The expulsions that took place before the Potsdam 
Conference are described as "savage" a Russian commander complains to Marshal Sokolowki that the 
Czechs were driving droves of naked Germans across the border every day -. During this period, 
750,000 Sudeten Germans were hounded out of their homeland completely plundered. The methods 
were brutal. Whole village communities were ordered to assemble in the marketplace within a few 
minutes. There the people were publicly maltreated. Afterwards they were driven on foot to the West 
or locked up in one of the 51 concentration camps. They starved there on 750 calories a day. At night, 
women were left to be raped by the soldiers of the Red Army. 234 Maltreatments were: Foot blows to 
the sexual organs, blows to the head with iron rods. Prisoners were put face to face and forced to hit 
each other in the face. All these maltreatments had only one reason, that these victims were Germans. A 
popular method of killing was to drown people in lakes and rivers. Mother and child were tied together 
with a rope and thrown into the water. Sometimes they did it with up to 40 children. They were held 
under water with poles until they drowned. Two ghastly methods of especially Jewish partisans: men 
and women were stripped naked, hung upside down, doused with kerosene and burned alive. The other 
method consisted in tearing a child from its mother, holding it by the legs, into two parts and throwing 
one part to the mother and the other against a tree. Men, women and children were driven on foot to 
the German border without rations. Those who fell down exhausted were shot. Sometimes women who 
collapsed were given burning matches held to the bare soles of their feet. After the Potsdam Agreement, 
the expulsions 

became somewhat more regulated. Of the Sudeten Germans, 3054000 survived the expulsion. At least 
241000 lost their lives. It goes on to say, "Such bestialities were reported to the author in the summer of 
1949 by eyewitnesses, one finally the mother of a child so murdered." We should pay attention to these 
events, if we are still today being bored with our own war crimes trials to be seen in this context, 
without even an attempt being made to make a counter-calculation. We are the last ones who should 
show the Czechs even the slightest guilt. On the contrary, we have to demand! The English historian P. 
H. Nicoll ("England's War Against Germany," pp. 65-67) says it clearly: "It might be instructive to 
compare Hitler's generous policy of 1939 with the way the Czechs acted when they took their country 
back into their own hands after Hitler's defeat. Their barbaric actions against the Germans were worse 


than those of the Russian conquerors. When they drove the Germans out of the country, they allowed 
the Lidice tragedy to be repeated hundreds of times. In many cases the terrified Germans threw 
themselves on the mercy of the Russians in order to protect themselves from the murderous Czech mob. 
The Czechs even murdered their own statesmen of 1939 who had done their best to serve their country 
bravely and loyally. Chvalkowsky was shot without much 235 ado, and Dr. Hacha died in prison after 
ghastly torture and other maltreatment. It must be emphasized 

that Hitler did not annex Bohemia and Moravia. He merely created a protectorate that left the peoples 
living there a large degree of autonomy, especially in all internal matters. No one who appreciates 
historical truth will be allowed to claim that Hitler took possession of the Czech Republic arbitrarily 
and by brutal force. Both parties of the shattered state, divided by enmity, approached Hitler for 
protection, each against the other. But without protectors there is no protection ... Perhaps the Czechs 
were not as eager for Hitler's protection as the self-confident Slovaks, but their president's decision was 
final, even if it may have been made reluctantly and made necessary by the compulsion of events. Not 
one Czech hand rose and not one shot was fired against the so-called aggressor and invader. Is it not 
strange that from a manly people, supposedly "attacked and subjugated", not a single cry for help went 
out to another power against the German enemy? Does this point to an enemy?" The Czech crisis, 
however, has another component which is of considerable importance with regard to the judgment and 
also the resolutions of the British Government. In a complete misjudgment of Hitler's mentality, a 
certain circle of the Foreign Office and conspirators from the Wehrmacht, who could be counted on ten 
fingers, believed they had to fall into Hitler's arms in the consolidation of Czech-Slovakia. They 
believed they had to drive "obstruction." In view of the fact that at the time of the Sudeten crisis France 
was making military preparations and England was France's ally, it was hoped that Hitler, misjudging 
the situation, would issue an open declaration of war against the CSR. They then wanted to exploit this 
to overthrow Germany, also by misjudging the true internal political situation. It was thought that 
Hitler would lose his mass following with an open readiness for war. Von Weizsicker reported on his 
attitude and activities: "My constant work was in foreign policy obstruction. My advice since late 
summer 1938 has been no other than that Hitler must be eliminated." Without the military, a 
turnaround in Germany was impossible. It had also escaped the notice of these imbeciles that no 
overthrow was ever possible from within the army -. You can't shoot with our foreign office files, I used 
to say. 236 Who were the military circles that, completely unaware of the deadly threat posed by 
Moscow (as a confederate of the CSR), went along with such irresponsible treacheries? The question 
should also be asked how these circles differed from the traitors of the workers' and soldiers' councils, 
whom they themselves had once despised, and from whose mouths the "stab in the back" legend was 
frequently uttered. If up to the planning of this enterprise it was high treason according to the laws valid 
at that time as well as today, the next step was treason according to the valid legal conception, when 
Weizsicker goes on to say: "during the summer crisis of 1938, when people in England once again 
seemed to doubt whether Hitler was not only making theatrical bluster, it was necessary to warn and 
enlighten London. On its own initiative, London had come up with the idea of sending a semi- 
diplomatic agent and honest broker, Lord Runciman, to Czechoslovakia. The British ambassador 
informed me of Runcicman's mission as a fact. Hitler and Ribbentrop disapproved of it as unsolicited 
interference; they wished our legation in Prague to leave Runciman on the left. I tried to see to it that 
Run-ciman did not remain in the dark about the dangers of Hitler's intentions. In this connection, von 
Weizsicker, the State Secretary of the Foreign Office, who was supposedly serving the German Reich, 
says: "My relations with Halder (the acting Chief of General Staff), were prepared by General Beck (his 
predecessor who had been sent to the desert). He soon explained to me his intention that instead of 
giving way himself, the other one, that is Hitler, must go, or more correctly, be rendered harmless. In 


early to mid-September (1938, i.e. before the Munich Agreement, author's note) we repeatedly 
discussed how this could best be done. Halder had already made certain units of troops available for this 
purpose, until suddenly, in mid-September, one day before Halder and his like-minded people, such as 
Witzleben, planned to take hold, the political crisis took a new turn from London. It deprived the plan 
of its attractive motive; that came from Chamberlain's well-known announcement of a visit to Hitler." 
Further steps to clear up London were necessary. Dr. Erich Kordt, my closest confidant in the Office, 
knew a special way to warn Chamberlain and the Foreign Office. I agreed, and so Hitler's true 
intentions were conveyed to Halifax and Chamberlain through Kordt's brother Theo, then German 
Embassy Counselor in London. The meaning of this step was that the British ambassador should 
promote a peaceful settlement of the Sudeten question as before, but at once use prohibitive language 
against any acts of violence; Hitler would recoil from this." ("Erinnerungen" pp. 174 and 176-178) 
Weizsicker expresses himself even more drastically on page 179 of his memoirs, when he had Carl J. 
Burckhardt, the High Commissioner of the League of Nations in Danzig, explain to the Foreign Office 
in early September 1938 that instead of Runciman pleading for the annexation of the Sudeten territories 
to the Reich, "it would be better to have an unbiased, undiplomatic Englishman, such as a general with 
a riding stick, show up with Hitler quite soon, Hitler might take notice." Even if with Chamberlain and 
his deeply religious Foreign Minister Halifax such more than astonishing practices behind Hitler's back 
and against the interests of Hitler and the German Reich did not have the desired success, they were 
nevertheless for the warmongers of Churchill's ilk, who only had the prospect of being reappointed in 
the event of war, as well as for his comrades-in-arms such as Eden, Amery, Cooper, the German-hater 
Lord Vansittard and the far "left-winger" Attlee, a ready-made meal. In such circumstances, one should 
not be surprised if men like Chamberlain and Halifax were unsettled in their peace efforts and the old 
war-mongers were virtually encouraged to steer even more sustainably toward the outbreak of war at 
any price. The price could even be cheap under these circumstances, since an annihilation of Hitler by 
German "traitors", as any honorable cultural state sees it, promised only an easy fight. In their simple- 
minded hatred of Hitler, which socially did not come from their arrogant class to their annoyance, it had 
escaped their notice that this fight of England was not so much for the person of Hitler as for the 
German Reich, which was becoming too powerful again. At that time, Chamberlain and Halifax still 
officially advocated a policy of appeasement (liberation). At least the English prime minister had an 
inkling of the greatness and vastness of the policy inspired by Hitler. He knew that Hitler was not 
paying lip service to the idea of a far-sighted settlement with England as the basis of his policy for the 
coming century, and that he wanted it with all his conviction as a sincere admirer of the British Empire. 
No one else than Hitler saw that it was not only a question of handing over parts of our stolen 
territories, but of establishing a strong European bulwark against the onslaught of the insatiable masses 
of people from the East, carried by a bloodthirsty idea of world revolution, which was to be expected 
with certainty. He was aware of the decisive struggle which the European Occident was facing with 
deadly certainty. Where is the statesman of this stature and foresight today? 238 Even de Gaulle froze in 
his "Vive la'France" and was not a European. All the measures he took in domestic politics were aimed 
at the spiritual, mental, cultural and biological training of his people, who had to be made fit for the 
survival of our continent. Only for this reason can his harsh coercive measures against his potential 
domestic enemies be explained and justified. In foreign policy, he needed a clear, very simple recipe. The 
situation did not seem unfavorable. America interested him quite little; it was far away and had neither 
the opportunity nor the aptitude to see and recognize the pressing problems of the Occident. It was 
clueless. This has changed only 

recently, while maintaining many mistakes, and this commitment still needs to be tested with regard to 
its reliability. France with its popular front government was still living in the aftermath of the negative 


impact of the French Revolution, in class warfare thinking and uninhibited liberalist views; moreover, it 
had worries in its colonies. At that time, France was still a great power in name only, even with regard 
to its economic difficulties, caught up in its pathological security complex, itself ruled by Marxists and 
in alliance with the mortal enemy of Europe, the Soviet world revolution. For Hitler's dreamlike vision, 
there was only one seminal solution for the survival of Europe, a genuine balance of interests with 
England and a lasting friendship. The great, much admired England, never envied by us Germans, was 
to remain a world power with its traditional empire, unchallenged politically and economically. 

should devote itself to its very own task, if necessary even at the cost of German blood. Hitler saw the 
historical task of the now Greater German Reich in the erection of an unshakable stable dam against the 
onrush of the masses from the East. The prerequisite for this was the renunciation of any murderous, for 
Europe deadly conflicts with the culture-creating occidental states. But it was not only the desired 
strengthened eastern embankment of Europe that was his concern, just as important was the 
establishment of a lively powerful economic bloc oriented towards the East with the vital import from 
the East and the export of our produced high-quality industrial goods to the East. England would thus 
have been granted an overseas trading operation free from German competition, so that the materials of 
conflict between the two nations would thus have been eliminated. 239 Only from this almost religious 
point of view can one see and understand Hitler's single-minded action and activity. This grandiose idea 
was the guideline of his entire political activity. Hence, as a prerequisite for this, the moderate revision 
of the coercive treaties of Versailles and St. Germain, hence the restoration of sovereign rights in the 
Rhineland, hence the reintegration of the Saarland. Hence the call to all Germans living in closed 
territories separated from the Reich, the Austrians, the Sudeten Germans and the purely German 
population of the Memelland. Hence the genuinely aspired friendship and peace policy with France and 
the renunciation of Alsace and Lorraine. Hence the genuinely striven-for policy of friendship and peace 
with Poland, renouncing East Upper Silesia, West Prussia and Posen. Hence the naval treaty with 
England as a concession of British naval supremacy. Only Danzig was still outstanding and the passage 
through the corridor as an equivalent for this renunciation. Hence the steel pact and the friendship with 
Italy under painful renunciation of South Tyrol and the Brenner Pass. Hence, however, the requested 
intervention in Restsche-cho-Slovakia and the ordering of this space. Under these aspects recorded here, 
in the interest of a peaceful development, the toleration of a Soviet "aircraft mother ship" was not 
possible. No other great or middle power in the world would have decided or acted differently in such a 
situation if it had had to act in Hitler's place, if such an opportunity had presented itself so obviously as a 
gift from heaven, least of all colonial powers like England and France. This external event also included 
the internal transformation of an entire people in faithful revolutionary devotion. Tasks were set in all 
fields that were formidable. A people was able to create again after a painful period of hopelessness, after 
alienation, after spiritual and moral decay on all levels. The people overcame egoism and class struggle, 
they came together in a great, unique community. They could laugh again and enjoy their lives. Within 
the Occident one believed in an "international comradely nationalism", that is: "an international will for 
the preservation of the species of all native Occidental peoples and thus for the rejection of all forces 
disturbing the preservation of the species and physically and psychologically disintegrating it. One was 
again not against, but for something. Since the invasion of Prague, the word of Hitler's "deception" and 
"breach of word" is always circulating as a propaganda thesis, which is supposed to prove the 
untrustworthiness of the German policy. Here, too, one can prove that this version was put into the 
mouths of German resistance circles and 240 emigrants, especially the English. But here the question 
arises, who broke his word and concluded agreements. The renunciation of further territorial claims had 
been pronounced by Hitler on the occasion of the Munich Agreement in connection with the return of 
the Sudetenland. Such demands obviously meant territorial claims that had not belonged to the Empire 


before the Versailles Compulsory Treaty. The Sudetengaue belonged to the Austro-Hungarian Dual 
Monarchy and not to the German Empire, even though after the reunification of the Reich with Austria 
the claims had passed to the Greater German Reich. Hitler's renunciations of South Tyrol, North 
Schleswig, Alsace-Lorraine, East Upper Silesia, West Prussia, and Posen were known at this time, as 
were his demands for the purely German Memelland and the Free City of Danzig, both of which had 
been illegally wrested from the Reich. It is equally clear, however, that neither England nor France 
honored the friendship treaties concluded with Hitler. Both the guarantee treaty concluded by both 
powers with Poland, which were military alliances directed against Germany, and the encirclement 
policy supported by America together with the Soviet Union against the Reich were diametrically 
opposed to these friendship treaties. In addition, there was no sign of a reversal of the Bene§$ policy in the 
Czech Republic, and Soviet influence and the military alliance were still valid. Secret military 
discussions between the Czechs, Russians and French continued to take place. But to accept these, and 
thus a peace-threatening threat to the Reich through the back door, was unacceptable for a sovereign 
power like Germany, precisely because it was lethal. As proof, the English historian Gathorne Hardy in 
"Brief History of International Politics 1920-1930" on the merits of Czechoslovakia: "When viewed 
with an eye influenced by strategic considerations rather than by the principle of national self- 
determination, the existence of Czechoslovakia appeared as a significant bulwark against the threat of 
German hegemony. It may be recalled the words attributed to Bismarck: , He who holds Bohemia is the 
master of Europe’. If it succumbed, it was indeed difficult to escape the spectre of European diplomats: 
the domination of the whole continent by a single power. For France in particular, Czechoslovakia's 
democracy, friendly to it, was one of the elements in its postwar alliances that remained trustworthy. It 
was a 241 very significant link in Franco-Soviet cooperation and, in the event of war, an invaluable 
center from which air attacks could radiate to the important nerve centers of East Germany." Moreover, 
according to international custom, agreements are valid only as long as conditions remain the same as 
when the agreement was concluded, but these changed to a considerable extent not because of Hitler 
but because of his contracting partners. The "Clausula rebus sic stantibus" is a statement of 
constitutional law that concluded treaties are no longer binding if a completely changed situation occurs 
during their term. This was undoubtedly the case, so that the accusation that "Hitler broke his word" 
does not correspond to the truth for these reasons alone. On the contrary, Hitler would have had to be 
reproached historically if he had not reacted accordingly to the change in British policy that took place 
after Munich. He was not concerned with the conquest of the rest of Czechoslovakia, but with the 
elimination of a source of danger that could jeopardize his aspired eastern embankment. Perhaps from 
today's point of view, one might have a little more understanding for this statesmanlike wisdom and 
necessity if one looks at the present situation of Europe as a result of the Second World War. And 
because the initiated and those in the know have become clear about this in the meantime, the sentence, 
Hitler is to blame for everything, still has to be used today in order not to have to admit one's own 
misconduct and guilt. But consider, if Bismarck's statement should be correct, who holds Bohemia is the 
master of Europe, it means today that this is the Soviet Union, which was manipulated into this position 
thanks to the mistakes of the Western powers. It can be verified historically, and no one knows it better 
for this reason than the United States of North America, France and England, even if it has been 
concealed up to now that Benesch, even before the peace treaties of 1919, had repeatedly demanded a 
state on the grounds that a Czecho-Slovakia to be established must be the natural mortal enemy of 
Germany, because its position alone offered itself as an invaluable aid to the enemies of the Reich. Today 
it can no longer offer any assistance to the West. It did then, as it does now, preferring to do so 
unilaterally to Moscow. But then it was a question of a country that felt itself an outpost of Moscow in 
the middle of Europe, today it is half of Europe, the Warsaw Pact countries, that are ready to jump in 


the forefront of Soviet interests. If one imagines that the far superior Soviet army was defeated by the 
small German Wehrmacht at the end of 1941 and lay on the ground, and that it had to be nursed back 
to health by our present NATO allies with enormous supplies of material, food and weapons of all kinds 
before 

it was in a position to fight again, one should understand the enormous mistake that was made on the 
basis of this misjudgement. The only question that remains is whether the belief in such a danger and the 
consequence of it are valid to the same extent today as they were then. Only 45 years earlier there was a 
European 

statesman who had recognized crystal clear what is still argued about today among allies. Only Hitler 
knew the laws of nature and knew that without a dam it was not possible to stop the approaching waves 
of the Asian masses of people, which Bolshevism knew how to use. Where is today this apron: which 
Hitler as a European partner strove to organize, where is this dam? Where will the approaching waves 
break out tomorrow? Where can one find today in this narrow appendage of Eurasia, this all too narrow 
towel of Western Europe, the will to defend and the readiness to fight of a Greater German Reich 
united in a true Volksgemeinschaft? Will this little Western Europe, insisting on self-interest and 
contradiction, ever be able to do so? Will the weary Dutch and Danes, for example, be given a different 
view of history when, after being overrun by the Soviets, it is once again said, Frau komm mit, du 
Kapitalist, du Schwein, du tot? I also don't believe that a real European community will grow together 
within the Siberian captivity with much work and little bread, at least it will come too late. Only one 
thing is sure then, that a later historiography will note Hitler in the history book as the last far-sighted 
and consistent European, who had to fail to the detriment of Europe because of the stupidity of his 
adversaries. Sir Neville Henderson wrote in Failure of a Mission: "From 1933-1939, in my opinion, we 
did not always behave fairly toward Germany, and being unfair we weakened our position and 
strengthened that of the Nazis." Regarding the Protectorate events, he noted: "The opportunity of the 
quarrel that had broken out between Czechs and Slovaks was all too good an opportunity for Hitler to 
let it pass. His coup d'état was a brilliant success in itself, but in the historical context it proved to be an 
irreparable blunder. Until the invasion of Bohemia, the German national flag flew over the German ship 
of state. Now, on the Ides of March, the captain defiantly flew his Pira 243 ten flag with the skull and 
crossbones, showing his true colors as an unquestioning threat to European peace and freedom." 
Whether Prague was a failure at that time should be judged by those who today groan under the yoke 
of the Soviets and the Communists and have lost their freedom. Even during the war the freedom of the 
Czechs was and remained untouched. We did not need to crush the flickering piece of freedom with 
tanks as the Russians did in 1968. Even Mr. Henderson would hardly be able to doubt today whether 
peace and freedom seemed more endangered then or now. It was a self-delusion. As for the pirate flag, 
England had far more opportunity in its bloody history to fly it and immortalize this in the book of 
history than continental Germany, of all countries. The establishment of the Protectorate of Bohemia 
and Moravia had nothing to do with conquest and territorial claims. The independence of Slovakia and 
Carpatho-Ukraine are proof of this. If Hitler had really been such a land-hungry man, he would have 
annexed everything to the German Reich. He did not do it precisely because he attached importance to 
preserving and shaping Germany as a nation-state. He solicited confederates and true partners who 
would develop, cooperate and live independently and in partnership. For him, in view of the threatening 
storm clouds coming from the East, it was an imperative of the hour to eradicate any discord, because 
higher things were at stake. 244 V. CHAPTER THE LEADER ANSWERS ROOSEVELT Hitler's 
Reichstag Speech of April 28, 1939 Deputies, men of the Reichstag! The President of the North 
American Union has addressed to me a telegram, the peculiar contents of which are known to you. 
Since, before I, as the recipient, got to see this document, the rest of the world had already received 


knowledge of it through radio and press, and, moreover, we had received the friendly clarification from 
countless commentaries of democratic world organs that this telegram was a very skilful tactical paper, 
intended, I decided to convene the German Reichstag in order to give you, my deputies of the 
Reichstag, the opportunity to get to know my answer first and foremost as the elected representatives of 
the German nation and to either confirm or reject it. Furthermore, I thought it expedient to remain 
faithful to the procedure adopted by President Roosevelt and to give the rest of the world knowledge of 
my reply from my side and by our means. But I also want to take this opportunity to express those 
feelings which move me in view of the tremendous historical events of the month of March of this year. 
I can only express my deep feelings in the form of humble gratitude to Providence, which called me and 
made it possible for me, as a former unknown soldier of the war, to rise to become the leader of my 
beloved people. It made me find the ways to free our nation from its deepest misery without bloodshed 
and to lead it upwards again. It has allowed me to fulfill the only task of my life: To raise my German 
people from their defeat and to release them from the fetters of the most shameful dictate of all times. 1 
245 For this was the sole aim of my actions. Since the day I turned to political life I have lived no other 
thought than that of regaining the freedom of the German nation, of raising the strength and vigor of 
our Reich, of overcoming the fragmentation of our people internally, of eliminating its separation 
externally, and of securing it with regard to the preservation of its economic and political independence. 
I only wanted to restore what others had once broken by force, only wanted to make good what satanic 
malice or human unreasonableness had destroyed or spoiled. I therefore did not take any step that 
violated foreign rights, but only restored the right that had been violated 20 years ago. Within the 
framework of the present Greater German Empire there is no territory which has not belonged to it, 
been connected with it or been subject to its sovereignty since the earliest times. Long before any 
American continent was discovered or settled, this empire existed not only in its present size, but by 
many territories and provinces lost since then beyond it. When, twenty-one years ago, the bloody war 
came to an end, there burned in millions of minds the hot hope that a peace of reason and justice would 
reward and gladden the peoples afflicted by the terrible scourge of world war. I say "reward"; for all 
these people, for their part, no matter what the findings of historians may be, were not to blame for this 
event. And if there are still politicians in some countries today who could be called responsible even at 
that time for this most cruel slaughter of all times, then the great mass of the fighting soldiers of all 
countries and peoples were at most to be pitied, but in no case guilty. I myself, as you know, was a man 
who never came to the fore politically before the war, and who therefore only fulfilled his duty as a 
decent citizen and soldier like millions of others. I was therefore able to stand up for the freedom and 
future of my people during and after the war with the purest conscience. I can therefore also speak in 
the name of the millions and millions of equally innocent people when I declare that all of them, who 
had fought for their peoples only in the faithful fulfillment of their duty, were entitled to a peace of 
reason and justice, so that mankind could finally approach the healing of the common damage in 
common work again. But these millions were cheated of this peace at that time, for not only the 
Germans or the other 246 peoples fighting on our side were defeated by the peace treaties, no, their 
effect was a devastating one also for the victors! At that time, for the first time, the misfortune of men 
determining policy who had not fought in the war became apparent; for the soldiers knew no hatred, 
but those old politicians did, who had carefully spared their own precious lives from the horror of war, 
but who now fell upon mankind as vengeful spirits gone mad. Hatred, malice and unreason were the 
intellectual fathers of the Versailles Dictate. Thousands of years of living space and states were arbitrarily 
broken up and dissolved, people who had belonged to each other for eternity were torn apart from each 
other, economic prerequisites for life were disregarded, but the peoples themselves, as victors and 
vanquished, were divided into sole masters and lawless servants. This document of Versailles is laid 


down in black and white for the happiness of a later mankind. Because without it one would hold it 
later only as the legendary spawn of a desolate, spoiled imagination. Nearly 115 million people were 
raped in their right of self-determination not by the victorious soldiers but by insane politicians, 
arbitrarily disbanded from old communities and merged into new ones... Communities united without 
regard to blood, to heredity, to reason and to all economic conditions of life. The consequences were 
appalling. For whatever the statesmen were able to destroy at that time, they could not eliminate one 
fact: This gigantic mass of people living in Central Europe, which, crowded together in a confined 
space, can at all secure its daily bread only in the highest intensity of work and thus of order. But what 
did these statesmen of the so-called democratic empires know of these problems? A crowd of most 
stupid ignoramuses, which was let loose on mankind, which in habitats, in which nearly 140 humans on 
the square kilometer must find their existence, 

an order formed in nearly 2000 years of historical development simply tore apart and into a disorder 
changed, without being able however to solve or even only to want to solve the problems, which are 
placed to the living together of these humans now once and for which they had taken over the 
responsibility at that time as dictators of the new world order. However, when this new world order 
later turned out to be catastrophic in its consequences, the democratic peace dictators of American and 
European origin were so cowardly that none of them dared to take responsibility for what had 
happened. One blamed the other and tried to save himself from the judgment of history. But the people, 
maltreated by their hatred and unreasonableness, were unfortunately not able to join this rescue of their 
corrupters. To enumerate the stages of suffering of our own people is impossible. Deprived of all its 
colonial possessions, plundered of all its cash and thus impoverished, extorted with so-called reparations, 
our people plunged into the darkest period of its national misfortune. And mind you, this was not 
National Socialist Germany, but democratic Germany, which for a moment had been weak enough to 
trust the promises of democratic statesmen! The resulting misery, the continuing hardship began to 
abandon our people politically to despair. The most decent and industrious people of Central Europe 
believed to see the possibility of salvation in the complete destruction of the order, which had apparently 
become a curse. Jewish parasites ruthlessly plundered the nation on the one hand, and on the other, they 
incited the impoverished masses. By making the misfortune of our people an end in itself for this race, it 
then succeeded in breeding the suitable elements for the Bolshevik revolution in the emerging army of 
the unemployed. The decay of the political order, the confusion of political opinion by the irresponsible 
Jewish press led to ever greater convulsions of economic life and thus to increasing misery and to an 
increased receptivity to Bolshevik ideas of overthrow. The army of the Jewish world revolution, as the 
army of the unemployed was called, finally rose to nearly seven million. Germany had never known 
these conditions before. In the living space of the great German people and of the old Habsburg state 
which belonged to it, the security of economic life had not diminished in the course of the times, but, 
on the contrary, had become greater and greater, despite all the heaviness of the struggle for life, due to 
the over-population of the soil. Diligence and industriousness, a pronounced sense of thrift, as well as 
the love of a conscientious order have probably not been able to give the people in this living space any 
great riches, but they have also saved them from bitter impoverishment. 248 But all the more 
appallingly felt by all those now condemned in Versailles the consequences of the misery peace forced 
upon them by the democratic dictators. Today we know the reasons for this terrible outcome of the war. 
First, it was the greed for booty. What is seldom useful in individual human life, one believed to be able 
to demonstrate to mankind as a useful experiment, magnified into millions. One plundered large 
peoples, extorted from them what can be extorted, and one will then be able to celebrate one's own life 
in carefree non-domination. That was the opinion of these economic dilettantes. For this purpose, 
however, also 1. the states themselves had to be torn apart. One had to rob Germany of her colonial 


possessions, although these were completely worthless for the world democrats, one had to break into 
the most important raw material areas and subordinate them, if necessary, to one's own influence, and 
above all 2. one had to prevent that the unfortunate victims of these democratic abuses of peoples and 
people would ever be able to recover or even rise again. Thus one developed the diabolical plan to 
burden generations with the curse of this dictate. For 60, 70 or 100 years Germany was to pay sums 
whose practical raising had to remain completely mysterious. The realization of such gigantic sums was 
not conceivable either in terms of gold or foreign exchange or by way of current production levies, 
without the deluded tribute takers also having to perish as a result. In fact, these democratic peace 
dictators fundamentally destroyed the world economy with their Versailles madness. Their geismless 
disintegration of peoples and states led to the destruction of the economic production and trade 
communities that had been established over the course of long centuries, and thus to the compulsion of 
self-sufficient efforts to achieve independence and thus to the destruction of the general world economic 
conditions that had existed up to that point. When I entered the book of political life 20 years ago as the 
7th member of the then German Workers' Party in Munich, I saw the political manifestations of this 
disintegration taking effect all around me. The worst thing, as already emphasized, was the resulting 
complete despair of the masses, the disappearance of confidence in human reason or even justice among 
the educated, but also the brutal emergence of the selfishness of all egoistically inclined creatures. 249 
To what extent it has now been possible for me, in the course of 20 years, to form a nation again out of 
this chaotic decay and to establish a new order already belongs to history. But what I want to make clear 
from you today as an introduction is above all the objective of my political intentions to the outside 
world and their realization. Among the most shameful violations of the Versailles Dictate is for all times 
the tearing apart of the German nation as well as the political dissolution of the living space in which it 
has been placed for millennia. I, my deputies, men of the Reichstag, have never left any doubt that it is 
in itself hardly possible in Europe ever to find an all-round satisfactory agreement of state and national 
boundaries. The migration of the people, which has gradually come to a standstill in the course of the 
last centuries, on the one hand, and the formation of large communities, on the other, have created a 
condition in this field which will almost always be felt as unsatisfactory on one side or the other by those 
concerned. But it was precisely this kind of gradual fading away of these national and state formations 
which, in the last century, gave many people reason to hope that, in the end, a compromise would be 
found between respect for the national autonomy of the European peoples and the recognition of the 
state formations which had come into being, which, without destroying the state order in Europe and 
thus the economic foundations which now exist, would nevertheless result in the preservation of the 
national bodies. These hopes were eliminated by the world war. Neither the one nor the other principle 
was satisfied by the Versailles peace dictate. Neither the right of self-determination of the peoples was 
respected, nor were the state or even economic necessities and conditions of the European development 
taken into account. Nevertheless, I have never left any doubt - as I have already emphasized - that even 
a revision of the Versailles Treaty would find its limits somewhere. I have always openly stated this, not 
for tactical reasons, but out of deepest conviction. As the national leader of the German people, I have 
left no doubt that wherever the higher interests of European coexistence require it, national interests 
must, if necessary, be set aside. As I have already emphasized, this is not a matter of tactical 
considerations, for I have left no doubt that I take this view with the utmost sincerity. For this reason I 
have taken final decisions for a whole number of 250 perhaps disputed areas and have announced them 
not only externally but also internally and have enforced their respect. I have not, as France did in 
1870/71, called the cession of Alsace-Lorraine unacceptable for the future, but I have made a distinction 
here between the Saar region and the two former Reich lands. And in this attitude of mine there has 
been no revision, nor will there be any revision. And I have never once allowed this attitude to be 


broken or questioned internally, either by journalists or in any other way. The return 

of the Saar region had eliminated all territorial problems between France and Germany in Europe. I 
have always found it regrettable, however, that French statesmen took this attitude for granted. Things 
are not like that now. I did not preach this attitude out of fear of France. As a former soldier, I see no 
reason for such fear. Moreover, with regard to the Saar region, I left no doubt that the non-return of 
this territory to Germany would not be accepted by us. No, I have confirmed this attitude toward 
France as the expression of an insight into the necessity of coming to peace in Europe somehow and not 
to lay the seed for a continuing uncertainty or even tension by keeping open unlimited demands and 
eternal revisions. If this tension has now nevertheless arisen, then it is not Germany who is responsible 
for it, but it is those international elements who are bringing about this tension in a planned manner in 
order to be able to serve their capitalist interests. For I have made binding declarations to a whole series 
of states. None of these states can complain that even once the suggestion of a demand on the part of 
Germany has been addressed to them which would be contrary to this. None of the Nordic statesmen, 
for example, can claim that any request was ever made to them by the German Imperial Government or 
by German public opinion which was incompatible with the sovereignty or integrity of these states. I 
was happy that a number of European states took the declaration of the German Reich Government 

as an occasion to express and deepen their will for unconditional neutrality. This applies to Holland’, 
Belgium and Switzerland, Denmark, etc. I have already mentioned France. I need not mention Italy, 
with whom we are bound by the deepest and closest friendship, or Hungary and Yugoslavia, with 
whom we have the good fortune to be cordial neighbors. Conversely, from the very first moment of my 
political activity, I have left no doubt that there were other states of affairs which constituted such a 
mean and gross violation of our people's right to self-determination that we would never be able to 
accept and embrace them. There exists not one line from me and there is not one speech in which I 
would have adopted a different attitude toward the previously mentioned states than the one indicated. 
But there is just as little a line and no speech in which I have expressed anything different in the other 
cases from what I have since corroborated by my practical actions. Austria Austria! the oldest Ostmark 
of the German nation was once the protective mark of the German nation to the southeast of the 
empire. The Germans in this country were recruited from settlers of all German tribes, although the 
Bavarian tribe may have made up the majority. Later, the Ostmark became the domestic power of a 
half-thousand-year German empire, and Vienna thus became the capital of the German Empire. This 
German Empire was finally broken up in the course of a gradual dissolution by the Corsican Napoleon, 
but then lived on as the German Confederation and, if no longer in state unity, at least in popular 
longed-for unity, recently fought and endured together the greatest war of all times. I myself am a child 
of this Ostmark. The Versailles criminals not only broke up the German Reich and dissolved Austria, 
but also forbade the Germans to profess the community to which they had belonged for over a thousand 
years. I have always regarded the elimination of this state of affairs as my highest and most sacred task in 
life. I have never refrained from proclaiming this will. And I was determined at every hour to realize 
these thoughts that haunt me day and night. I would have sinned against my calling by Providence if I 
had become a traitor in the endeavor to return my homeland and my German people of the Ostmark to 
the Reich and thus to the German national community. But in doing so, I have also erased the most 
shameful side of the Versailles Treaty. I restored the right of self-determination for seven and a half 
million Germans. I have abolished the democratic disenfranchisement of these seven and a half million. I 
lifted the ban on voting on their fate and held this vote before history. It has produced a result which not 
only I expected, but which the Versailles democratic rapists of nations had also foreseen exactly. 
Otherwise, why would they have forbidden the vote on the Anschluss? 2 Bohemia and Moravia When, 
in the course of the migration of peoples, German tribes began to migrate from what is now the 


Bohemian-Moravian area for reasons that are inexplicable to us, a foreign Slavic people pushed its way 
into this area and between the remaining Germans. Since then, its living space has been surrounded by 
the German nation in the shape of a horseshoe. Economically, in the long run, an independent existence 
of these lands is inconceivable except in connection with the German nation and its economy. Beyond 
that, however, almost four million Germans lived in this Romano-Moravian area. A special policy of 
ethnic extermination, which began after the Versailles Dictate under the pressure of the Czech majority, 
but partly also economic conditions and the increasing need led to the emigration of this German 
element, so that the remaining Germans sank to about 3.7 million. The area is German-populated on the 
periphery, but also has large German language islands in the interior. The Czech people are, according 
to their origin, foreign to us. Its culture has been essentially formed and shaped by the present-day 
influence in a thousand years of community alone. Its economy is the result of belonging to the German 
economy. The capital of this country was at times a German imperial city, it has the oldest German 
university. Numerous cathedrals, town halls, noble and bourgeois palaces are the witnesses of German 
cultural influence. Over the centuries, the Czech people themselves have formed their relationship with 
the German people, sometimes more closely, sometimes more loosely. Each narrowing led to the 
blossoming of the German and Czech people, each divisiveness to catastrophe. The merits and values of 
the German people are well known to us. But the Czech people, too, deserve our respect in their sum of 
skilful abilities, their industriousness, their hotness, their love for their own native soil and their own 
nationality. In fact, there were periods when respect for mutual national realities was something self- 
evident. 253 The democratic peacemakers of Versailles can claim for themselves the merit of having 
assigned to this Czech people the special role of a satellite to be used against Germany. For this purpose, 
they arbitrarily assigned foreign national property to the state, which was not at all viable in its Czech 
national substance, i.e. they raped all other nationalities, in order to be able to ensure in this way a latent 
threat to the German nation in Central Europe. For this state, whose so-called state people was in the 
minority, could be preserved only by a brutal rape of the national minority. This rape, however, was 
only conceivable under the granting of protection and help from the European democracies. This help, 
of course, could only be expected if this state was willing to faithfully assume and play the role assigned 
to it at its birth. This role, however, meant nothing else than to prevent the consolidation of Central 
Europe, to represent a bridge of Bolshevik aggressiveness to Europe and, above all, to be the servant of 
the European democracies against Germany. Everything else followed by itself: The more this state 
wanted to fulfill its task, the greater became the resistance of the national minorities resisting it. The 
greater this resistance grew, however, the stronger the suppression had to be. This inevitable stiffening of 
the internal antagonisms led again to an even greater dependence on the democratic European founders 
of the state and benefactors. For they alone were in a position to maintain the unnatural existence of this 
entity economically in the long run. Primarily, Germany had now essentially only one interest: namely, 
to free these almost 4 million Germans in this country from their unbearable situation and to make 
possible their return to their homeland and thus to the thousand-year-old Reich. That this problem 
immediately brought up all the rest of the nationality problem was self-evident. But also the fact that 
the withdrawal of all nationalities had to deprive the rest of the state of any possibility of life, something 
which was also clear to the founders of the Versailles state, because because they knew this, they decided 
on the rape of the other minorities and forced them against their will into this amateurish state 
construction. I, too, have never left any doubt about this opinion and attitude of mine. Certainly, as long 
as Germany itself was impotent and defenseless, these rapes of nearly 

of almost 254 four million Germans could be carried out without practical resistance from the Reich. 
Only a political child, however, could believe that the German nation would remain in the state of 1919 
for all eternity. Only as long as the international traitors, who were kept abroad, held the German 


leadership could one expect patient acceptance of these shameful conditions. As soon as, after the victory 
of National Socialism, these traitors had to move their domicile there, from where they had received 
their subsidies, the solution of this problem was only a question of time. And it was exclusively a 
question of the nationalities affected by it, not a question of Western Europe. That Western Europe was 
interested in the artificial state created in its interest was understandable. But that the nationalities 
surrounding this state would regard this interest as decisive for them was perhaps a regrettable fallacy for 
some. To the extent that this interest was directed toward the financial foundation of this state, there 
would have been nothing to object to from the German side, if this financial interest had not ultimately 
been subordinated exclusively to the power-political goals of the democracies. The financial support of 
this state, too, pursued only one guiding idea: to create a militarily highly equipped state with the task of 
forming a bastion reaching into the empire, which promised unquestionable woe, be it as the starting 
point of military undertakings in connection with Western incursions into the empire or even only as an 
air base. What was expected of this state is clearest from the statement of the French Minister of 
Aviation, Pierre Cot, who stated calmly that it would be the task of this state to be a bomber landing 
and take-off point in any case of conflict, from which it would be possible to destroy the most important 
German industrial centers in a few hours. It is therefore understandable if the German leadership, for its 
part, also decided to destroy this bomber airfield. They did not make this decision out of hatred against 
the Czech people. On the contrary, in the course of a thousand years of coexistence, there have often 
been centuries-long periods of the closest cooperation between the German and Czech peoples and only 
short periods of tension in between. 255 In such periods of tension, the passion of the people struggling 
with each other in the forefront of the nation's position can very well darken the 

sense of justice and thus lead to a wrong overall assessment. This is a feature of every war. Alone in the 
great epochs of understanding coexistence, the two peoples still agreed that they could lay a sacred claim 
on both sides to the respect and esteem of their nationality. However, even during these years of 
struggle, I myself never faced the Czech people in any other way than as the guardian not only of a 
unilateral interest of the people and the Reich, but also as the eighth of the Czech people itself. One 
thing is for sure: if the democratic birth-helpers of this state would have succeeded in reaching their 
final goal, then certainly not the German Reich would have perished, although we might have suffered 
loss as well. No: the Czech people would probably have to bear much more terrible, even, as Iam 
convinced, catastrophic consequences according to its size and its situation. I am happy that, even if to 
the annoyance of the democratic interested parties, we managed to avoid this Central European 
catastrophe thanks to our own moderation and also thanks to the insight of the Czech people. That for 
which the best and most insightful Czechs had once fought for decades is granted to this people in the 
National Socialist German Reich from the outset, namely the right to their own nationality and the 
right to live out this nationality. National Socialist Germany does not think of ever denying the racial 
principles which are our pride. They will benefit not only the Germans but also the Czech people. What 
we are asking for is respect for a historical necessity and an economic predicament in which we all find 
ourselves. When I announced the solution of this problem in the Reichstag on February 22, 1938, I was 
convinced that I was obeying a Central European necessity. As late as March 1938, however, I still 
believed that it would be possible to solve the minority question in this state by means of a slow 
evolution, and sooner or later to secure, by means of treaty cooperation, that common platform which 
could be useful not only politically but above all economically for the interests of all of us. Only when 
Mr. Benesch, who was completely in the hands of his international-democratic financiers, turned the 
problem into a military upsurge and unleashed a 256 wave of oppression on Germanness, while at the 
same time trying to inflict an international defeat on the German state and damage its prestige by means 
of the well-known mobilization, did it become clear to me that a solution could no longer succeed in 


this way. For the lie of a German mobilization at that time had obviously been inspired by foreign 
countries in order to inflict such a prestige defeat on the German Reich. I do not need to repeat that 
Germany had not mobilized a single man in May of last year, but that we were all of the opinion that 
precisely the fate of Mr. Schuschnigg should advise all others to initiate an understanding by means of a 
just treatment of the national minorities. I, for my part, was prepared to try such a peaceful development 
with patience and, if necessary, for years to come. But it was precisely this peaceful solution that was a 
thorn in the side of the agitators of the democracies. They hate us Germans and would prefer to 
exterminate us. But what are Czechs for them? A means to an end! What do they care about the fate of 
a good people, what do they care about the lives of hundreds of thousands of good soldiers who had to 
become victims of their politics? For these Western European warmongers it was not a matter of 
making peace, but of shedding blood, 'so that through this bloodshed they could incite the peoples and 
then let even more blood flow. That is why the German mobilization was invented and fooled the 
Prague public. It was supposed to provide the arguments for the Czech mobilization. Through it, it was 
believed that it would be possible to put undesirable military pressure on the elections in the 
Sudetenland, which could no longer be avoided. In their opinion, there were only two possibilities for 
Germany: Either the acceptance of this Czech mobilization and with it the taking of a shameful defeat, 
or the confrontation with Czecho-Slovakia, a bloody war, and with it perhaps the possibility of 
mobilizing the peoples of Western Europe, who were not at all interested in these matters, of bringing 
them likewise into the necessary bloodlust, in order then to plunge mankind into a new catastrophe, in 
which some would have the honor of losing their lives, others the comfort of making in war business. 
You know, my deputies, my resolution, which was immediately grasped at that time: 257 First: solution 
of this question, and that still in 1938, at the latest on October 2, Second: preparation of this solution by 
all those means which could leave no doubt that any attempt at interference would now be repulsed by 
the united force of the nation. At that time, I ordered and commanded the expansion of our western 
fortifications. As early as September 25, 1938, it was in a condition thirty or forty times greater than the 
resistance of the former Siegfried Line of the war. It is now essentially completed and is currently 
receiving the lines before Aachen and Saarbriicken, which I will specify later. These, too, are already 
ready for defense to a high degree. In the condition in which this mighty fortification of all time now 
stands, the German nation can call to its own the reassuring conviction that no power in the world will 
ever succeed in breaking through this front. After the first attempt at provocation by the Czech 
mobilization had not yet led to the desired result, the second phase began, in which the tendency for this 
matter, which concerns Central Europe exclusively, became quite undisguised. If today the cry is raised 
in the world: "Never again Munich*", then this is the confirmation that the peaceful solution of this 
problem appeared to the warmongers as the most pernicious thing that ever happened. They regret that 
no blood was shed. Not their blood, of course; for these agitators do not stand where there is shooting, 
but only where there is earning. It is the blood of many nameless soldiers. Moreover, it would not have 
been necessary for the Munich Conference to have taken place, for this conference had only come about 
because the states, which had first been inciting resistance at all costs, later had to try, in a more or less 
decent form, to make it possible for themselves to withdraw, one way or another. For without Munich, 
that is, without the 

interference of these Western European states, the solution of the whole problem, if it had ever come to 
such a head, would probably have been child's play. 258 The Munich decision now led to the following 
result: 1. return to the Reich of the most essential parts of the German fringe settlement in Bohemia and 
Moravia, 2. keeping open the solution of the remaining problems of this state, ie. the return or the 
departure of the still existing Hungarian and Slovak minorities, 3. the question of the guarantee still 
remained open. The guarantee of this state, as far as Germany and Italy were concerned, had been made 


dependent from the outset on the agreement of all the interested parties bordering on this state and thus 
on the actual solution of the questions touching the interested parties and still remaining open. The 
following questions, however, had remained open: 1. return of the Magyar parts to Hungary, 2. return 
of the Polish parts to Poland, 3. solution of the Slovak question and 4. solution of the Ukrainian 
question. As you know, now, after the negotiations between Hungary and Czecho-Slovakia had hardly 
begun, both the Czechoslovak negotiators asked Germany and Italy, which was on our side, to act as 
arbitrators in drawing the new borders between Slovakia, Carpatho-Ukraine and Hungary. Thus, the 
parties concerned themselves did not make use of the possibility to appeal to the four powers, but 
expressly renounced it, ie. rejected it. And this was understandable. All those living in this living space 
wanted to maintain peace and quiet. Italy and Germany were ready to answer this call. No objection to 
this agreement, which in itself formally abandoned the Munich Agreement, was raised either by 
England or by France, nor could it be raised, for it would have been insane to protest from Paris or 
London, for example, against an act of Germany or Italy which took place solely on the basis of the 
request of those concerned themselves. The arbitration award of Italy and Germany, as in such cases, 
always satisfied neither side completely. It suffered from the outset from the fact that it had to be 
recognized voluntarily by both sides. Therefore, when this award came to fruition, immediately after its 
acceptance two states raised vehement objections. Hungary demanded the Carpatho-Ukraine for 
general and special interests, Poland demanded likewise a direct connection with 259 Hungary. It was 
clear that under such circumstances the residual state of this former Versailles birth was also destined to 
die. The fact was that perhaps only one state at all was interested in maintaining the previous status, 
namely Romania, which expressed to me personally through its most appealing mouth how desirable it 
would be to perhaps be able to obtain a direct route to Germany via Slovakia and Ukraine. I mention 
this as an illustration of the sense of threat from Germany under which the Romanian Government 
suffered, according to the views of American clairvoyants. But it was now clear that it could not be the 
task of Germany to resist in the long run a development or even to fight for a condition for which we 
could never have assumed any responsibility! Therefore, the moment came when I decided, on behalf of 
the Reich Government, to declare that we would not think of burdening ourselves any longer with the 
odium of keeping open, for instance, a German advance road to Rumania, of contradicting the 
common border desire of the Poles and Hungarians. Moreover, since the Czech government returned to 
its old methods and Slovakia also revealed its desire for independence, there was no question of further 
preservation of the state. The Versailles construction of Czecho-Slovakia outlived itself. It fell into 
disintegration, not because Germany wanted it to, but because it is not possible to construct and 
maintain artificially viable states at the conference table in the long run. For this reason, Germany 
rejected the request for a guarantee received from England and France a few days before the dissolution 
of this state, since all the preconditions for this envisaged in Munich at the time were lacking. On the 
contrary, when the German government finally decided, after the whole entity had been dissolved and 
had practically already dissolved itself, to intervene on its part, it was only in the execution of a self- 
evident duty; for the following is to be noted: The German Reich Government had already clearly 
expressed its view of the future of Czecho-Slovakia during the first inaugural visit of Czech Foreign 
Minister Chvalkowsky to Munich. I myself assured Minister Chvalkowsky at that time that on 
condition of loyal treatment of the German minorities remaining in Czechoslovakia and on condition of 
reassurance of the whole state we would ensure a loyal attitude 260 of Germany and from our side we 
did not want to create any obstacles for this state. However, I also left no doubt that if the Czech 
Republic were to take any steps along the lines of the political tendencies of the departed Dr. Benesch, 
Germany would not accept a development in this direction, but would wipe it out in the bud. I pointed 
out at that time that the maintenance of such a huge military arsenal in Central Europe without any 


sense or purpose would only have to be regarded as a source of danger. How correct my warning was 
was proved by later developments. Through a continuously increasing whispering propaganda as well as 
a gradual slipping of Czech newspapers into the former way of writing it must have become clear even 
to the most simple-minded that in a short time the old conditions would be present again. The danger of 
a military confrontation was all the greater then, since it was always to be expected that some madmen 
could seize the immense piles of war materials. This entailed the danger of explosions of incalculable 
extent. To prove this, I cannot but give you, my deputies, an insight into the almost gigantic figures of 
this Central European international explosives depot. Since the occupation of this area, the following 
have been confiscated and seized: a) Air Force: 1. aircraft 1582, 2. anti-aircraft guns 501; b) Army: 1. 
light and 'heavy guns 2175, 2. mortars: 785, 3. armored cars 469, 4. machine guns 43 876, 5. pistols 

114000, 6. Rifles 1090000; c) Ammunition: 1. Infantry ammunition 1000000000 rounds, 2. Artillery 
and gas ammunition 3 000 000 rounds; d) Other war equipment of all kinds, such as bridge equipment, 
listening equipment, searchlight equipment, motor vehicles and special motor vehicles in the largest 
quantities! I believe it is fortunate for millions and millions of people that, thanks to the last-minute 
insight of responsible men on the other side, I have succeeded in preventing such an explosion and in 
finding a solution which, I am convinced, will finally eliminate this problem as a Central European 
source of danger. The assertion that this solution is contrary to the Munich agreement cannot be 
substantiated or substantiated by anything. Under no circumstances could the Munich solution be 
regarded as a final one, for it itself admitted that further problems still needed to be solved and were to 
be solved. The fact that those concerned, and this is decisive, did not turn to the Four Powers, but only 
to Italy and Germany, can really not be blamed on us. Nor can we be blamed for the fact that this state 
finally disintegrated by itself and that Czechoslovakia ceased to exist. But that, after the ethnographic 
principle had long since been set aside, Germany now also took its interests, which are not only political 
but also economic, into its own hands, is probably self-evident. Whether the solution Germany has 
found is right or wrong, only time will tell. One thing is certain, however, that the solution is not 
subject to English control or English criticism. For the lands of Bohemia and Moravia, as the last 
remaining territory of the former Czecho-Slovakia, have nothing whatever to do with the Munich 
Agreement. Just as little as English measures, say in Ireland, may they be right or wrong, are subject to 
German control or criticism, so little is this the case with these old German electorates. But how the 
arrangements confirmed in Munich between Mr. Chamberlain and myself personally can be referred to 
this case is quite beyond me; for this case of Czecho-Slovakia had, after all, been settled in the Munich 
Protocol of the four Powers, so far as it could be settled just then. Moreover, it was only stipulated that 
if the parties involved did not come to an agreement, they could turn to the four powers. And they 
would then meet after three months for further consultations. Now, however, these parties did not turn 
to the four powers at all, but only to Germany and Italy. The extent to which they were ultimately 
entitled to do so can be seen from the fact that neither England nor France objected. 

Neither England nor France objected to it, and accepted the arbitration award made by Germany and 
Italy without further ado. 262 No, the agreement which was reached between Mr. Chamberlain and 
myself did not relate to this problem, but exclusively to the questions concerning the coexistence 
between England and Germany. This is also clear from the statement that such questions in the sense of 
the Munich Agreement and the Anglo-German Naval Treaty were thus to be dealt with amicably in 
the future, and by way of consultation. But if this agreement referred to any future German activity of a 
political nature, then England, too, could no longer take any step, whether in Palestine or elsewhere, for 
example, without first consulting Germany. It goes without saying that we do not expect this, so we 
reject any similar expectation placed upon us. If Mr. Chamberlain now concludes from this that this 
Munich agreement is thus invalid because it has been broken by us, I now take note of this view and 


draw the consequences from it. Throughout my political activity I have always advocated the idea of 
establishing close Anglo-German friendship and cooperation. I found countless like-minded people in 
my movement. Perhaps they joined me also because of this attitude of mine. This desire for Anglo- 

German friendship and cooperation coincides not only with my feelings arising from the origin of our 
two peoples, but also with my insight into the importance of the existence of the British world empire, 
which is in the interest of all mankind. I have never left any doubt that I see in the holdings of this 
Empire an inestimable factor of value to all human culture and economy. However Britain has acquired 
her colonial territories - I know it has all been by force, and very often by brute force - I am aware that 
no other empire has yet come into existence by other means, and that in the last analysis it is not so 
much the method as the success which is valued before the history of the world, and not in the sense of 
the success of the method, but of the general benefit derived from such a method. The Anglo-Saxon 
people have now, without doubt, accomplished an immense colonizing work in this world. To this 
work belongs my sincere admiration. The thought of destroying this work appeared and appears to me 
from a higher human standpoint as an outflow of human herostratism. Alone this my sincere respect for 
this achievement does not 263 mean a renunciation of the safeguarding of the life of my people. I 
consider it impossible to establish a lasting friendship between the German and the Anglo-Saxon people, 
if there is not also on the other side the realization that there are not only British but also German 
interests, that not only the preservation of the British world empire is for the British men the purpose of 
life and the end in itself, for the German men the freedom and preservation of the German Reich! A real 
lasting friendship between these two nations is conceivable only on condition of mutual respect. The 
English people control a great world empire. It has formed this world empire in a time of slackening of 
the German people. Before that, Germany was a great world empire. In bloody battles and religious 
disputes, as well as for the reasons of an internal state fragmentation, this empire fell in power and size 
and finally sank into a deep sleep. But when this old empire seemed to come to an end, the seed of its 
rebirth was already growing. From Brandenburg and Prussia a new Germany arose, the second empire, 
and from it finally became the German national empire. All Englishmen would now like to understand 
that we do not in the least possess the feeling of inseriousness towards the British. Our historical past is 
too great for that! England has given the world many great men, Germany no less. In the course of three 
centuries the heavy struggle for the life of our people has demanded of us blood sacrifices only in the 
defense of the Reich, which went far beyond what other peoples had to bring for their existence. If 
Germany, as an eternally attacked state, was nevertheless not able to preserve its possessions, but had to 
sacrifice many provinces, then only as a result of its state's erroneous development and the resulting 
powerlessness! This state of affairs has now been overcome. 

Therefore, as Germans, we have not the slightest feeling of being inferior to the British people. Our 
respect for ourselves is as great as that of an Englishman for England. The history of our people, in its 
almost two thousand years of existence, has enough occasions and deeds to fill us with a sincere pride. If 
now England has no understanding for this attitude of ours, but believes in Germany that she can 
perhaps see a vassal state, then our love and friendship for England has been offered in vain. We shall not 
therefore despair or despair, but, supported by the consciousness of our own strength and by the strength 
of our friends, we shall then find the ways 264 which will secure our independence and do no harm to 
our dignity. I have heard the statement of the British Prime Minister, according to which he thinks that 
he can place no confidence in assurances of Germany. Under these circumstances I consider it self- 
evident that we should not continue to subject either him or the British people to a situation which is 
conceivable only among confidants When Germany became National Socialist and thus began its 
resurgence, in pursuance of my steadfast policy of friendship toward England, I myself made the 
proposal of a voluntary limitation of German naval armaments. This limitation, however, presupposed 


one thing, namely the will and the conviction that war would never again be possible between England 
and Germany. I still have this will and this conviction today. But I must now state that England's policy, 
both unofficially and officially, leaves no doubt that London no longer shares this conviction but, on the 
contrary, is of the opinion that, no matter what conflict Germany might one day become involved in, 
Great Britain would always have to take a stand against Germany. So war against Germany is seen there 
as something self-evident. I deeply regret this, because the only demand I make of England and will 
always make is for the return of our colonies. But I left no ambiguity about the fact that this would 
never be the cause of a warlike confrontation. I have always believed that England, for whom the 
colonies are of no value, would one day come to understand the German situation and would then have 
to value German friendship more highly than objects which yield no real benefit to England, while they 
are vital to Germany. But, apart from this, I have never made any demand which would in any way 
have touched British interests or which could have been dangerous to the world empire and which 
could have meant any harm to England. I have always moved only within the framework of those 
demands which are most closely connected with the German living space. Now, if England today, in 
publicity and officially, takes the view that it is necessary to act against Germany under all 
circumstances, and confirms this to us by the policy of encirclement with which we are familiar, then 
the precondition for the naval treaty is thus removed. 265 I have therefore decided to communicate this 
to the British Government as of today. This is not a material matter for us-for I still hope that we can 
avoid an arms race with England-but an act of self-respect. If, however, the British Government should 
attach importance to entering once more into negotiations with Germany on this problem, then no one 
would be happier than I to be able perhaps to reach a clear and unequivocal understanding after all. For 
the rest, I know my people and I am counting on them. We do not want anything that did not once 
belong to us, no state will ever be deprived of its property by us, only anyone who thinks he can attack 
Germany will find a power and a resistance compared to which those of 1914 were insignificant. In 
connection with this, I would like to discuss at once the matter which was chosen as the starting point of 
the new campaign against the Reich by the same circles which once caused the mobilization of Czecho- 
Slovakia. I have already assured you, my deputies, at the beginning of my speech that I have never, 
either in the case of Austria or in the case of Czechoslovakia, taken a different attitude in my political 
life than was compatible with the events that have now taken place. I have therefore always pointed out 
to the problem of the Memeltum that if it were not resolved by Lithuania itself in a noble and generous 
manner, this question would one day take the place of Germany. 

one day Germany would have to take its place. You know that the Memel territory was once torn from 
the German Empire by the dictate of Versailles, also in a completely arbitrary way, and that finally in 
1923, already in the middle of the deepest peace, this territory was occupied by Lithuania and thus more 
or less confiscated. The fate of the Germans there has been a true martyrdom ever since. In the course of 
the reincorporation of Bohemia and Moravia into the framework of the German Reich, it has now also 
become possible for me to find an agreement with the Lithuanian government that would permit the 
return of this area to Germany, likewise without any act of violence and without bloodshed. Here, too, I 
did not ask for a square mile more than what we had previously possessed and had been robbed of. This 
means that only the territory which the insane peace dictators of Versailles had torn away from us has 
returned to the German Reich. Germany has no other interest than to live in peace and friendship with 
this state and to find and maintain our economic relations with it. Here, too, I would like to explain one 
fundamental point: the importance of economic agreements with Germany lies not only in the fact that 
Germany, as an exporter, is capable of meeting almost all industrial requirements, but also that it is at 
the same time, as the most powerful consumer, the purchaser of numerous products which make it 
possible for other countries to participate in world trade in the first place. We now have an interest not 


only in preserving these economic markets for ourselves, but above all in maintaining them. Because the 
existence of our people is based on them to a high percentage. It is again part of the greatness of so- 
called democratic statesmen to want to see an eminent political success in closing off a nation's sales, e.g. 
by boycotting sales markets, in order to starve it out, I suppose. I do not need to assure you that I am 
convinced that peoples do not starve to death, but that under such circumstances they would rather still 
fight. As far as Germany is concerned, at any rate, it is determined not to allow itself to be robbed of 
certain vital markets by terrorist intervention from outside or threats. However, this is not only in our 
interest, but equally in the interest of our trading partners. There is here, as in any business, not a 
unilateral but a mutual dependence. How often do we have the pleasure of reading in the dilettantish 
economic treatises of our democratic presses that Germany, because it maintains close economic 
relations with a country, makes that country dependent on it. A downright hair-raising Jewish nonsense! 
For if today the German Reich supplies machinery to an agrarian state and receives food from it in 
return, then the Reich as a consumer of food is at least as dependent, if not more so, on this agrarian 
state as the agrarian state which receives industrial products from us as payment. Germany considers the 
Baltic states to be among its most important trading partners. For this reason, we are interested in their 
leading their own independent, orderly national life. In our eyes, this is the prerequisite for internal 
economic development, which in turn provides the conditions for trade. I am therefore happy that we 
were also able to eliminate the point of contention with Lithuania that lay between our countries. This 
removes the only obstacle to a friendly policy that can and, I am convinced, will prove itself not in 
political compliments but in practical economic work. The democratic world, however, deeply regrets 
that the bloodshed did not take place, that 175,000 Germans were able to return to their beloved 
homeland without a few hundred thousand others being shot for it! This pained the humane apostles of 
the world deeply. It was therefore not surprising that they immediately looked for new possibilities to 
thoroughly disturb the European atmosphere once again. And, as in the case of Czecho-Slovakia, they 
again resorted to the assertion of German military measures, ie. a so-called German mobilization. The 
object of this mobilization was to be Poland. Little can be said about German-Polish relations. Here, too, 
the Versailles Peace Treaty inflicted the most serious wound on the German people, and of course it did 
so deliberately. By the peculiar determination of the corridor of Poland to the sea, above all, also for all 
future times, an understanding between Poles and Germans was to be prevented. The problem, as 
already emphasized, is perhaps the most painful for Germany. Nevertheless, I have always maintained 
that the necessity of free access to the sea for the Polish state cannot be overlooked, and that, in general, 
even in this case, the peoples who are destined or, in my opinion, condemned by Providence to live side 
by side, should not artificially or unnecessarily make each other's lives more bitter. The late Marshal 
Pilsudski, who was of the same opinion, was therefore prepared to examine the question of a 
detoxification of German-Polish relations and finally to conclude the agreement by which Germany and 
Poland, in the settlement of their mutual relations, determined to renounce the means of war once and 
for all. 268 This agreement, however, had one single exception’ it was practically conceded to Poland. It 
was stated that the mutual assistance pacts already concluded by Poland, i.e. the mutual assistance pact 
with France, were not to be affected 

by it. However, it was obvious that this could only refer to the already existing mutual assistance pact 
and not to any new pact to be concluded. The fact is that the German-Polish agreement contributed to 
the extraordinary easing of tensions in the European situation. After all, there was an open question 
between Germany and Poland, which sooner or later had to be solved quite naturally, the question of 
the German city of Danzig. Danzig is a German city, and it wants to belong to Germany. Conversely, 
this city has treaty agreements with Poland, which, however, were forced upon it by the Versailles peace 
dictators. Since, moreover, the League of Nations, formerly a great troublemaker, is now represented by 


an extraordinarily tactful High Commissioner, the problem of Danzig must be discussed one way or 
another, at the latest with the gradual extinction of this sinister institution. I now saw in the peaceful 
solution of this question a further contribution to a final European détente. For this détente is certainly 
not served by the agitation of war-mongers gone mad, but by the elimination of real moments of 
danger. After the problem of Gdansk had been discussed several times months ago, I have now made the 
Polish government a concrete offer. 1 am now communicating this offer to you, my deputies, and you 
will judge for yourselves whether it does not represent, in the service of European peace, the most 
enormous concession conceivable. As I have already emphasized, I have always recognized the need for 
this state to have access to the sea, and I have therefore taken it into account. After all, Iam not a 
democratic statesman, but a realistic National Socialist. But I also thought it necessary to make it clear to 
the Warsaw government that just as it wanted access to the sea, Germany wanted access to its province 
in the East. Now these are difficult problems. It is not Germany who is responsible for them, but those 
magicians of Versailles who, in their malice or in their thoughtlessness, set up a hundred powder kegs in 
Europe, each of which, moreover, had been provided with fuses that could hardly be extinguished. 
Now these problems cannot be solved according to any old scheme, but I think it is necessary to break 
new ground here. For Poland's route to the sea through the corridor and, conversely, a German route 
269 through this corridor have no military significance at all. Their significance lies exclusively in the 
psychological and economic spheres. To attribute military significance to such a transport route would 
be to surrender to a military naiveté of rare magnitude. I have now submitted the following proposal to 
the Polish government: 1 . Gdansk will return to the framework of the German Reich as a Free State. 2. 
Germany will receive through the Corridor a road and a railroad line at its own disposal with the same 
exterritorial character for Germany as the Corridor has for Poland. In return Germany is prepared: 1. to 
recognize all economic rights of Poland in Gdansk. 2. to guarantee Poland a free port in Gdansk of any 
size and with complete free access, 3. thus to finally accept and accept as given the borders between 
Germany and Poland, 4. to conclude a 25-year non-aggression pact with Poland, 

ie., a pact which would last far beyond my own lifetime, and 5. to secure the independence of the 
Slovak state by Germany, Poland and Hungary jointly, which means the practical renunciation of any 
unilateral German supremacy in this area. The Polish Government has rejected this, my offer, and has 
agreed (1) only to negotiate on the question of the replacement of the League of Nations Commissioner, 
and (2) to consider facilities for transit traffic through the corridor. I have sincerely regretted this 
attitude of the Polish Government, which I do not understand, but that alone is not the decisive thing; 
the worst thing is that now, similar to Czecho-Slovakia a year ago, Poland also believes that it must call 
up troops under the pressure of a mendacious world agitation, although Germany, for her part, has not 
called up a single man at all and has not thought of taking any action against Poland. As I said, this in 
itself is very regrettable, and posterity will one day decide whether it was really so right to reject this 
unique proposal I made. This, as I said, was an attempt by me to solve a truly unique compromise that 
moved the entire German nation inwardly, and to solve it in favor of both countries. I am convinced, 
however, that Poland was not a giver at all in this solution, but only a taker, for there can be no doubt 
that Danzig will never become Polish. The intention of attacking Germany, which was now simply 
imputed to her by the world press, led subsequently to the so-called guarantee offers with which you are 
familiar and to an obligation on the part of the Polish government to provide mutual assistance, which 
would therefore under certain circumstances force Poland, in the event of a conflict between Germany 
and some other power, which would again bring England into the picture, to take up a military position 
against Germany. This obligation contradicts the agreement which I made at the time with Marshal 
Pilsudsky. For in this agreement reference is made exclusively to obligations which already existed, ice. 
at that time, namely to the obligations known to us, of Poland towards France. To extend these 


obligations after the fact is contrary to the German-Polish declaration. Under these circumstances, I 
would not have concluded the pact at that time. After all, what is the point of non-aggression pacts if 
one of the partners leaves itself open to an enormous number of exceptions? There is either collective 
security, ie. collective insecurity and eternal danger of war, or clear agreements which, however, also 
fundamentally exclude any weapons action among opponents. Therefore, I consider the agreement 
concluded with Marshal Pilsudski at that time as unilaterally violated by Poland and therefore no longer 
existing! I have informed the Polish government of this. However, I can only repeat that this does not 
mean any change in my basic attitude to the problems mentioned. Should the Polish Government attach 
importance to reaching a new contractual settlement of relations with Germany, I will welcome it, 
provided, however, that such a settlement is then based on a very clear and equally binding commitment 
on both sides. Germany is at any rate prepared to accept such obligations and then to fulfill them. If, on 
these occasions, a new unrest has broken out over Europe in the last few weeks, then that propaganda 
which we know to be in the service of international warmongers is exclusively responsible for it, 
propaganda which, pursued by numerous organs in the democratic states, is trying, by a continued 
increase of nervousness, by the fabrication of persistent rumors, to make Europe ripe for a catastrophe, 
which one hoped would happen, which has not yet succeeded in any other way: the Bolshevik 
destruction of European culture! The hatred of these agitators is all the more understandable because, in 
the meantime, one of the greatest danger points of the European crisis has been withdrawn from them 
thanks to the heroism of one man, of his people, and I may say this also thanks to the Italian and 
German volunteers. In these weeks Germany has witnessed and celebrated with the hottest sympathy 
the victory of national Spain. When I once decided to respond to General Franco's call and his request 
that, in the face of international support for the Bolshevik murderers, he should also be helped by 
National Socialist Germany, this step on the part of Germany was misinterpreted and insulted in the 
most infamous manner by these same international agitators. It was declared at the time that Germany 
intended to establish herself in Spain, that we intended to take Spanish colonies, yes, the landing of 
20,000 men in Morocco was invented in a scurrilous lie; in short, nothing was omitted to suspect the 
idealism of our and the Italian support and to find from it the elements for a new war-mongering. In a 
few weeks now the victorious hero of national Spain will make his solemn entry into the capital of the 
country. The Spanish people will cheer him as the savior from an unspeakable horror, as the liberator 
from the murderous gangs that, according to estimates, have executed and murdered more than 775,000 
people. The population of whole villages and cities was literally slaughtered under the silent patronage 
of Western European and American democratic apostles of humanity. In this triumphant march of his, 
the volunteers of our German Legion are taking part in the ranks of the brave Spanish soldiers, along 
with their Italian comrades. We hope to be able to welcome them back home very soon. The German 
people will then learn how bravely their sons fought on this square for the freedom of a noble people 
and thus ultimately for the salvation of European civilization. For the victory of Bolshevik 
subhumanism in Spain could only too easily have spread its waves over the whole of Europe. Hence the 
hatred of those who regret that Europe did not go up in fire and flames again. They therefore do not 
want to miss any opportunity to sow distrust between the nations and to create the war mood they 
desire elsewhere. What the international war-mongers have been falsifying in the last few weeks, 
especially in the numerous newspapers, is in part as childish as it is malicious. The first success, as far as it 
shall not serve the internal political purposes of the democratic governments, is the spreading of a 
nervous hysteria, which considers the landing of Mars inhabitants possible in the country of the 
unlimited possibilities at present. The real purpose, however, is to prepare public opinion to regard the 
English policy of encirclement as necessary and, 


consequently, to support it in the worst case. The German people, on the other hand, can go about their 
work with the greatest peace of mind. Its frontiers are defended by the best army in German history, its 
airspace is protected by the mighty air fleet, our coasts are made impregnable to any power. In the West, 
the strongest defensive structure of all time has been created. The most decisive factor, however, is the 
unity of the people themselves, the confidence of the Germans among themselves in the common 
Wehrmacht, and I may well say that the confidence of all in the leadership. No less important, however, 
is the trust of the leadership and the people in our friends, and here at the top in the state which in its 
fateful bond is closest to us in every respect. This year, too, fascist Italy has shown the greatest 
understanding for Germany's legitimate interests. No one should be surprised if on our side there is the 
same feeling towards the Italian necessities of life. The bond which unites these two peoples is 
unbreakable. Any attempt to shake this fact seems to us ridiculous. In any case, it receives its best 
illustration and elucidation in the article written only a few days ago by a great democratic newspaper, 
to the effect that one must no longer believe in being able to maneuver Italy and Germany apart and 
then destroy them in detail. Thus, the German Reich Government, even in the deepest understanding, 
understood the right of the action of the Italian friend in Albania and therefore welcomed it. Yes, 
Fascism has not only the right, but also the duty, to take care of the maintenance of an order in the 
living space assigned to Italy by nature and history, by which alone a real blossoming of human culture 
appears to be founded and secured. In the end, however, there can be as little doubt in the rest of the 
world about the civilizing works of Fascism 273 as about those of National Socialism. In both cases 
indisputable facts speak against the haidless fibbing and the unproven assertion of the other side. The 
narrowing of Germany's relations with Italy and with Japan is the permanent aim of the German 
leadership. We see in the existence and in the preservation of freedom and independence of these three 
world powers the strongest element of the maintenance of a truly human culture, a practical 

civilization as well as a more just world order for the future. Point by Point: Reply to Roosevelt As now 
mentioned at the outset, on April 15, 1939, the world received knowledge of the contents of a telegram 
which I actually got to see in person later. It is difficult to classify this document or to place it in any 
known order. Therefore, before you, my deputies of the German Reichstag, and thus before the entire 
German people, I will attempt an analysis of the contents of this strange document and, following on 
from this, I will also immediately give the necessary answer in your name and in the name of the 
German people. 1. Mr. Roosevelt is of the opinion that I, too, am aware of the fact that throughout the 
world hundreds of millions of human beings live in constant fear of a new war, even of a series of wars. 
This also concerned the people of the United States, of which he was the spokesman, and it must 
likewise concern all the other peoples of the entire Western hemisphere. Answer: First of all it should be 
said that this fear of wars has undoubtedly always filled mankind with justification. For example, after 
the peace treaty of Versailles from 1919 to 1938 alone 14 wars were waged, in which, however, 
Germany was not involved in any case, but states of the "western hemisphere", in whose name Mr. 
President Roosevelt also takes the floor. In addition, there have been 26 violent interventions and 
sanctions carried out with bloody force in the same period. Germany has also been uninvolved in these. 
The American Union alone has carried out military interventions in 6 cases since 1918. Russia has waged 
ten wars and military actions with bloody force since 1918. Again, Germany has not been involved in 
any of these. Nor was it the cause of any of these. 274 It would therefore be a mistake, in my view, to 
assume that the fear of wars of the European and non-European peoples at this very moment could be 
traced back to real wars themselves, for which Germany might be held responsible. The reason for this 
fear lies exclusively in an unbridled press agitation which is as mendacious as it is scurrilous, in the 
dissemination of the vilest pamphlets about foreign heads of state, in the artificial scaremongering which 
in the end leads so far that even interventions by planets are considered possible and lead to hopeless 


scenes of terror. I believe that as soon as the responsible governments impose upon themselves and their 
journalistic organs the necessary restraint and love of truth about the relations of peoples among 
themselves and especially about the internal processes among other peoples, the fear of war will 
immediately disappear and the calm we all so desire could come about. 2 Mr. Roosevelt believes in his 
telegram that every major war, even if it should be confined to other continents, will have a severe effect 
during its duration and for the lifetime of several generations afterwards. Answer: No one knows this 
more than the German people. For the German people were burdened in the peace treaty of Versailles 
with burdens which would have had to be paid off in not even a hundred years, although American 
constitutional lawyers, historians and professors of history have proved that Germany was as blameless in 
the outbreak of the world war as any other nation. However, I do not believe that every struggle for 
itself must have a catastrophic effect on a whole environment, that is, on the whole earth, if the whole 
earth is not artificially drawn into such conflicts by a system of opaque pacts. Since the world has 
experienced wars in earlier centuries and, as I proved in my answers at the beginning, also in the last 
decades, mankind would have to bear millions of years in the aggregate effect of all these wars if 
Roosevelt's view were correct. 3 Mr. Roosevelt states that he has already turned to me on a previous 
occasion in the interest of the settlement of political, economic and social problems in a peaceful way 
with the hope of proceeding without appeal to arms. Answer: I have always held this view myself, and 
as history proves, the necessary political, economic and social problems have been settled without force 
of arms, ie. without an appeal to arms. Unfortunately, however, this peaceful settlement has been made 
more difficult by the agitation of politicians, statesmen, and pressmen who could not be concerned or 
even touched by the problems in question. 4. Mr. Roosevelt believes that the "current of the times" is 
now again bringing threatening armed violence, and that if such threats continue it seems inevitable that 
a large part of the world will fall collectively to the ruin of the world. Answer: As far as Germany is 
concerned, I know nothing of such a threat to other nations, but I do read in the democratic newspapers 
every day of German mobilizations, of troop landings, of blackmail, and all this against states with 
which we not only live in the deepest peace, but are in many cases the closest of friends. 5.5 Mr. 
Roosevelt further believes that in the event of war, victorious, defeated and neutral nations will suffer. 
Answer: I have held this conviction as a politician for 20 years at a time when the American statesmen 
responsible for their participation in the world war and for the nature of its outcome could not bring 
themselves to the same understanding. 6 Mr. Roosevelt finally believes that it is in the hands of the 
leaders of great nations to save their peoples from impending disaster. Answer: If this is true, then it is 
criminal recklessness, to use no worse word, if the leaders of nations possessing such power do not 
manage to put the reins on their war-mongering press in order to save the world from the impending 
disaster of a warlike conflict. I then find it further incomprehensible how these responsible leaders, 
instead of cultivating the diplomatic relations of the nations among themselves, can complicate, even 
disturb them by recalling ambassadors, etc., without any reason. 7 Mr. Roosevelt declares that three 
independent nations in Europe and one in Africa have forfeited their existence. Answer: I do not know 
which nations are understood by the three in Europe. If they are the provinces which have reverted to 
the German Reich, I must draw the President's attention to a historical error. These nations did not 
forfeit their independent existence now in Europe, but in 1918, when, in breach of a solemnly given 
promise, they were torn from their communities and stamped as nations which they never wanted to be, 
were not, and when an independence was imposed upon them which was no independence at all, but 
could at most only mean dependence on an international foreign country which they hated. But as far as 
the one nation in Africa is concerned which is supposed to have lost its freedom there, here too there is 
probably a mistake, for not one nation in Africa has lost its freedom, but almost all the former 
inhabitants of this continent have been subjected by bloody force to the sovereignty of other peoples and 


have consequently lost their freedom. Marroccans, Berbers, Arabs, Negroes, etc., have all fallen victim 
to foreign violence, whose swords and bombs, to be sure, bore not the stamp "made in Germany" but 
"made in Democracies". 8 Mr. Roosevelt speaks at last of rumors which, however, he believes to be 
untrue, but which say that further acts of aggression are still being considered against other independent 
nations. Answer: I consider any such insinuation, which is not substantiated by anything, as a sin against 
the peace and thus against the peace of the world! I see in it further a frightening or at least a 
nervousness of smaller nations. But if Mr. Roosevelt really has certain cases in mind, I would ask him to 
name the states threatened by attack and the attackers in question. It will then be possible, by brief 
explanations, to eliminate these outrageous accusations. 9 Mr. Roosevelt declares that obviously the 
world is approaching the moment when the situation must end in catastrophe unless a rational way is 
found to direct events. He finally states that I have repeatedly asserted that I and the German people do 
not desire war and that, if this were true, there would be no need for war. My answer: I may state once 
again that, firstly, I have not waged war, secondly, that for years I have been expressing my abhorrence 
of war and certainly also my abhorrence of warmongering, and thirdly, that I do not know for what 
purpose I should wage war at all. I would be grateful to Mr. Roosevelt if he would give me some 
clarification on this point. (10) Mr. Roosevelt, finally, is of opinion that the peoples of the earth could 
not be persuaded that any governmental power has any right or any compelling reason to force upon its 
own or upon other peoples the consequences of war, except for the reason of 

unambiguous self-defense. Answer: I believe this is the view of all reasonable men, only it seems to me 
that the case of unambiguous self-defense is invoked by both sides in almost every war, and that that 
institution does not exist in the world, including the person of Roosevelt, to settle this problem clearly. 
There can be no doubt, I think, that America, for example, did not enter the world war in any case for 
"unequivocal self-defense." On the contrary, a committee of inquiry appointed by Mr. President 
Roosevelt himself investigated the causes of America's entry into the world war and came to the 
conclusion that this entry had been made essentially from exclusively capitalistic standpoints. 
Nevertheless, no practical consequences have been drawn from this. Let us hope, therefore, that at least 
the North American Union will finally uphold this noble principle itself in the future and will go to war 
against one nation or another only when the case of unequivocal self-defense is really made out. 11 Mr. 
Roosevelt further says that he does not speak in this way out of selfishness, weakness or fear, but only 
with the voice of strength and out of friendship with mankind. My answer: If this voice of strength and 
friendship to mankind had been raised by America at the right time, and if, above all, this voice had then 
been given a practical value, then at least that treaty could have been prevented which became the 
source of the greatest disruption of mankind of all times, namely the Versailles Dictate. 12 Mr. 
Roosevelt now goes on to say that for him it is certain that all international problems can be solved at 
the conference table. My answer: theoretically, one would really have to believe that this could be 
possible, for reason would in many cases readily show the justification of demands on the one side and 
the compelling necessity of accommodation on the other. 278 For example: According to ancient reason, 
logic, and according to all the principles of a human general and higher justice, and even according to 
the laws of a divine will, all peoples would have to have an equal share in the goods of this world. It 
should not happen then that a people occupies so much living space that it cannot even get along with 
15 people on the square kilometer, while other peoples are forced to feed 140, 150 or even 200 people 
on the same area. In no case, however, these happy peoples may then still cut their existing habitat to 
those suffering in themselves, for example, also still take away their colonies from them. So I would be 
happy if at the conference table really these problems could find their solution. My skepticism, however, 
is based on the fact that it was America itself that expressed its distrust of the effectiveness of conferences 
most sharply. For the greatest conference of all time was undoubtedly the League of Nations. This body 


of all the peoples of the world, created according to the will of an American president, was supposed to 
solve the problems of mankind at the conference table. But the first state to refrain from this work was 
the American Union. This was because the American President Wilson was already extremely 
concerned about the possibility of being able to solve the really decisive international problems at such a 
conference table. Your good opinion is honorable, Mr. Roosevelt, but this opinion of yours is opposed 
by the real fact that in this almost 20-year past the largest conference in the world, namely the League of 
Nations, has not succeeded in solving even one really decisive international problem. Germany was 
excluded for many years by the Peace Treaty of Versailles from participation in this largest conference, 
contrary to Wilson's promise. In spite of the most bitter experiences, a German government nevertheless 
did not believe that it should follow the example of the American Union, but that it would have to sit 
down at the conference table later. I myself then decided, after years of futile participation, to imitate 
America's example and leave the world's largest conference as well. Since then I have now solved the 
problems concerning my people, which unfortunately like all others were not solved at the conference 
table of the League of Nations, and without exception without war! Apart from that, however, as I 
have already emphasized, numerous other problems have been brought before world conferences in 
recent years without any solution having been found. But if at all this view of yours, Mr. Roosevelt, that 
every problem can be solved at the conference table 279 is correct, then the peoples including the 
American Union were led in the course of 7000-8000 years either by blind men or by criminals. For all 
of them, including the statesmen of the American Union, and indeed its greatest, have essentially shaped 
history not at the conference table but in the use of the power of their peoples. The freedom of North 
America was no more won at the conference table than the conflict between the Northern and Southern 
States was decided at the conference table. Of the innumerable struggles of the gradual subjugation of 
the North American continent I will quite disregard. I mention all this only to state that your view, Mr. 
President Roosevelt, is certainly worthy of all honor, but alone finds no confirmation in the history of 
either your own country or the rest of the world. Mr. Roosevelt further states that it is no answer to the 
advocacy of peaceful discussions for one side to state that it will not lay down its arms unless it is assured 
from the outset that the decision will be in its favor. My answer: Do you believe, Mr. Roosevelt, that 
when the last fates of nations are at stake, a government or a popular leadership will lay down its arms 
before a conference and perhaps surrender, simply in the blind hope that the wisdom of the other 
conferees or, for my part, your insight will already decide the right thing? Mr. Roosevelt, there has been 
only one nation and one government in the history of the world which has followed this recipe which 
they have touted: Germany. The German nation once laid down its arms, trusting in the solemn 
assurances of President Wilson of the United States and in the confirmation of these assurances by the 
Allies, and thus went to the conference table unarmed. However, the moment the German nation had 
laid down its arms, it was not even invited to the conference, but contrary to all assurances, committed 
the greatest breach of word of all time. One day, instead of solving the greatest confusion of all times at 
the conference table, an even more terrible confusion was caused by the cruelest dictate in the world. 
The representatives of the German people, however, who had laid down their arms in reliance on 
solemn assurances of an American President, and who therefore appeared unarmed, were not even 
received at the 280 reception of the dictate as the representatives of a nation which, after all, had 
withstood four years of immense heroism in the struggle for freedom and independence of an entire 
world, but were treated more dishonorably than could formerly be the case with Sioux chiefs. The 
German delegates were insulted by the mob, pelted with stones, dragged like prisoners not before the 
conference table of the world but before the tribunal of the victors, and there forced at gunpoint to 
accept the most shameful subjugation and plunder of all time. Mr. Roosevelt, may I assure you that it is 
my unshakable will to see to it that not only now, but for all time to come, no German enters a 


conference defenseless, but that behind every German negotiator for all time the united power of the 
German nation shall and will stand, so help me God. 14 Mr. Roosevelt believes that it is necessary to 
enter a conference hall as if it were a court of law, that both parties enter in good faith and assume that 
justice will indeed be done to both. Answer: The German representatives will never again go into a 
conference which is a tribunal for them. For who is to be judge here? There is no defendant and no 
plaintiff before a conference, but only two disputants. And unless the reason of the two parties 
concerned can find a way out of the conflict, they will never hand themselves over to the judgment of 
disinterested foreign powers. Incidentally, it was precisely the American Union that refused to go to the 
League of Nations and there become the victim of a court which, with a majority of votes, was in a 
position to rule against the interests of individuals. I would be grateful, however, if Mr. Roosevelt would 
care 

to explain what the new Court of the World is to be like? Who are the judges, and by what procedure 
are they chosen, and by what responsibility do they act? And above all, before what responsibility can 
they be held? 15 Mr. Roosevelt believes that the cause of world peace would be greatly promoted if the 
nations of the world would make an open declaration of the present and future policy of the 
Government. Answer: but I must decline to give such a statement to 

to anyone other than the people for whose existence and life I am responsible 281 and who, conversely, 
alone have the right to demand an account from me. But I give the objective of German policy so 
publicly that the whole world can hear it anyway. Clarifications alone are of no importance for the rest 
of the world as long as it is possible for a press to falsify any explanation, to suspect it, to question it or to 
cover it up with new lying answers. 16 Mr. Roosevelt believes that the United States, as one of the 
nations of the Western Hemisphere, should not be directly involved in the disputes which should have 
arisen in Europe, and that for this reason alone I should be prepared to make such an explanation of 
German policy to him as the head of a nation so far removed from Europe. Answer: Mr. Roosevelt, 
then, sincerely believes that the cause of world peace would be really furthered if a frank statement of 
the present policy of governments could be made to the nations of the world. But how does President 
Roosevelt come to expect the German Head of State, of all people, to make a statement to him without 
inviting the other governments also to make this statement of their policy? I certainly believe that it is 
not proper to make such a declaration to any foreign head of state at all, but that such declarations 
should best be announced before the whole world in accordance with President Wilson's demands on his 
part concerning the abolition of secret diplomacy. Not only have I always been prepared to do this, but I 
have done so only too often, as I have already mentioned. Unfortunately, it is precisely the most 
important declarations about the aims and intentions of German policy in many so-called democratic 
states which, thanks to the press, have either been withheld from the peoples or twisted. If, however, the 
American President Roosevelt believes himself entitled to address such a demand to Germany or Italy, 
of all countries, because America is so far removed from Europe, then, since the distance of Europe from 
America is the same, we would have the same right to ask the President of the American Republic what 
goals American foreign policy is pursuing, and what intentions underlie this policy, let us say, for 
example, toward the South American countries. Mr. Roosevelt, in this case, will certainly invoke 
Monroe Doctrine 282 and reject such a demand as an interference in the internal affairs of the American 
continent. We Germans now advocate exactly the same doctrine for Europe, and in any case for the 
sphere and concerns of the Greater German Reich. Incidentally, I shall, of course, never permit myself 
to address such a demand to the President of the United States of North America, since I assume that he 
would probably rightly regard such an imposition as takdos. (17) Mr. Roosevelt now goes on to say that 
he would communicate the information he has received about Germany's political aims to other peoples 
who feel threatened and who now have misgivings about the direction of our policy. Answer: By what 


procedure did Mr. Roosevelt determine at all which nations felt threatened by German policy and 
which did not? Or is Mr. Roosevelt, in spite of the immense amount of work in his own country, which 
surely weighs upon him, in a position to recognize of his own accord all these inner states of mind and 
spirit of other nations and their governments? 18 Mr. Roosevelt demands at last the willingness to give 
him the assurance that the German armed forces would not attack the territory or possessions of the 
following independent nations and, above all, would not invade them. And he now names as eligible for 
this: Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium, Great 
Britain, Ireland, France, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Poland, Hungary, 
Romania, Yugoslavia, Russia, Bulgaria, Turkey, Iraq, Arabia, Syria, Palestine, Egypt and Iran. Answer: 
First of all, I took the trouble to find out from the mentioned states, first, whether they feel threatened 
and, second, whether especially this request of Mr. Roosevelt to us was made by the suggestion of them 
or at least with their consent. The answer was a consistently negative one, in part harshly negative. 
However, some of the mentioned states and nations could not be forwarded the inquiry by me, because 
they -like for example Syria at present- are not in the possession of their freedom, but are occupied by 
the military forces of democratic states and thus made lawless. Thirdly: Apart from this, all the states 
bordering on Germany have received much more concise proposals than those requested by Mr. 
Roosevelt in his peculiar telegram from me. 283 Fourth: If, however, these general and direct 
explanations which I have already so often given should be doubted, for instance, in their value, then 
this would probably be equally worthless in the case of another such explanation, even if Mr. Roosevelt 
should be the recipient. For in the final analysis it is not the evaluation which is decisive, but the value 
which the states in question attach to such declarations. Fifth: But now I must also draw Mr. Roosevelt's 
attention to some historical errors. For example, he also mentions Ireland and asks for a declaration that 
Germany is not attacking Ireland. I have just read a speech by the Irish Prime Minister de Valera, in 
which, strangely enough, in contrast to Mr. Roosevelt's opinion, he does not accuse Germany of 
oppressing Ireland, but reproaches England for the fact that Ireland has to suffer from the continuous 
aggression of this state. For all Roosevelt's insight into the needs and concerns of other states, it is 
nevertheless to be assumed that the Irish President will know the dangers threatening his country even 
better than the President of the American Union. Likewise, Mr. Roosevelt has obviously missed the fact 
that Palestine is at present not occupied by German troops, but by Englishmen, and is being restricted in 
its freedom and deprived of its independence by the most brutal means of violence, and is enduring the 
most cruel maltreatment for the benefit of Jewish invaders. The Arabs living in this country should 
therefore certainly not have complained to Roosevelt about German aggression, but they do complain in 
continual appeals to world public opinion about the barbarous methods by which England is trying to 
force down there people who love their freedom and defend only their freedom. This, too, would 
perhaps be a problem which, in the opinion of Mr. Roosevelt, would have to be solved at the conference 
table, before a just judge, that is, and not by brute force, by military means, by mass shootings, by 
burning down villages, blowing up houses, etc. For one thing is undoubtedly certain, that in this case 
England is not acting in defense against an imminent Arab attack, but as an invader summoned by no 
one in a foreign territory not belonging to England, she wants to establish her power. A number of 
similar errors on the part of Mr. Roosevelt could be noted, quite apart from the difficulty of military 
operations 284 on the part of Germany in states and countries which are in some cases two and in others 
five thousand or more miles away from us. But I will conclude by stating the following: The German 
Government is nevertheless prepared, should it so desire and should it itself approach Germany with an 
appropriate workable proposal, to give any of these aforementioned states an assurance on condition of 
unconditional reciprocity as well. In the case of a whole series of the states mentioned by Mr. Roosevelt, 
however, it is likely to be a foregone conclusion, because we are in any case either allied with them or at 


least the closest of friends. Germany will also be happy to make such arrangements with each individual 
state as it wishes for the duration of these arrangements. I do not wish, however, to let this opportunity 
pass without first of all giving the President of the North American Union an assurance as to those areas 
which would surely be of primary concern to him, namely the North American Union itself and the 
other states of the American continent. Again, I solemnly declare that all assertions in any way circulated 
concerning an intended German attack or encroachment on or into American territories are clumsy 
hoaxes or gross falsehoods. Quite apart from the fact, moreover, that such allegations, even from a 
military standpoint, may be the product of a silly fantasy. 19 Mr. Roosevelt now states in connection 
with this that he then envisages as the most important moment the discussion of the most effective and 
rapid manner in which the peoples of the world could be freed from the crushing burden of armaments. 
Answer: Mr. Roosevelt may not know that this problem, so far as Germany is concerned, has already 
been fully solved once. The German Reich, and the Allied commissions expressly confirm this, had 
already in the years 1919 to 1923 

The following were destroyed in the army: 1. 59,000 guns and tubes; 2. 130,000 machine guns; 3. 
31,000 mine launchers and tubes; 4. 6,007,000 rifles and carbines; 5. 243,000 machine gun barrels; 6. 
4,390 MW mounts; 7. 28,000 mounts; 8. 38,75,000 shells; 285,9. 16,550,000 hand and rifle grenades; 10. 
60,400,000 live fuses; 11. 491000000 rounds of handgun ammunition; 12. 345,000 tons of bullet casings; 
13. 23,515 tons of cartridge 

and cartridge cases; 14. 37600 tons of powder; 15. 79,000 ammunition empties; 16. 212000 telephones; 
17. 1073 hammer throwers, etc. The following were further destroyed: sledges, mobile workshops, anti- 
aircraft gun carriages, flaunts, steel helmets, gas masks, machinery of the former war industry, rifle 
barrels. The following were destroyed in the air: 1. 15,714 fighter and bomber planes; 2. 27,757 aircraft 
engines! And At sea were destroyed: 26 capital ships; 4 coastal tanks; 4 armored cruisers; 19 small 
cruisers; 21 training and special ships; 83 torpedo boats; 315 submarines. Also destroyed were: Vehicles 
of all kinds, gas combat and in some cases gas protection equipment, propellants and explosives, 
searchlights, range and sound measuring equipment. Optical equipment of all kinds, sighting devices, 
horse harnesses, etc., etc., all aircraft and airship hangars, etc. According to the solemn assurances once 
given to Germany, which were even confirmed in the peace treaty of Versailles, this was only intended 
as an advance to enable the rest of the world to disarm without danger. In this, as in all other cases, 
Germany has been most shamefully deceived in her confidence in the fulfillment of a given word. All 
attempts in negotiations of many years at the conference table to bring about the disarmament of the 
other states as well - which really would have been only an element of prudence and justice and, 
moreover, the implementation of promised obligations - failed, as is well known. I myself, Mr. 
Roosevelt, put forward a whole series of proposals for discussion and tried to initiate a debate on them in 
order to make possible at least a general limitation of armaments at the lowest possible level. 286 I 
proposed a maximum strength for all armies of 200000 men, likewise the abolition of all weapons 
suitable for attack, abolition of all bombing planes, poison gas, etc., etc. Unfortunately, it was not 
possible to implement these proposals to the rest of the world, although Germany itself had already been 
completely disarmed. I then presented the proposals about a 300000 man army for discussion. With the 
same negative result. I then made a whole number of detailed disarmament proposals, always before the 
forum of the German Reichstag and thus before the whole world public. It did not occur to anyone to 
even enter into a discussion about it. Instead, the rest of the world began to strengthen its already 
enormous armaments even more. And only when in 1934 the last of my comprehensive German 
proposals, concerning an army of 300,000 men, had been finally rejected, did I give the order for a 
German rearmament, now, however, thorough. Nevertheless, I do not wish to be an obstacle to the 
discussion of disarmament questions in which you, Mr. Roosevelt, yourself intend to participate. Only I 


ask you not to address yourself first to me and Germany, but to the others. I see behind me the sum total 
of practical experience and am therefore of a skeptical disposition as long as I am not taught better by 
reality. 20 Mr. Roosevelt finally assures us that he is ready to participate in the practical way of opening 
up international trade routes with the aim of enabling every nation on earth to have the security of 
obtaining raw materials and products of peaceful economic life. Answer: I believe, Mr. Roosevelt, that it 
is not a question of discussing such problems theoretically, but that it is a question first of all of 
removing by action the real obstacles of international economy. The worst inhibitions, however, lie 
within the individual states themselves. In any case, experience so far shows that the largest economic 
conferences have failed simply because the individual states could not keep their domestic economies in 
order. Or that they carried uncertainty into the international capital market through currency 
manipulation, and above all subjected the valuation of currencies among themselves to fixed 
fluctuations. Likewise, it is an intolerable burden on world economic relations when it is possible in 
countries to unleash a wild boycott agitation against other peoples and their 287 goods for some 
ideological reason or other, and thus practically exclude them from the market. I believe, Mr. Roosevelt, 
that it would be a great merit if you were to remove, first of all in the American Union, just these 
inhibitions of a real free market traffic with your strong influence. For I now believe that if the leaders 
of nations should once be able to put production in order within their own states, or to eliminate the 
boycotts carried on for ideological reasons, which are so damaging to the economic intercourse of 
nations among themselves, there could be much less prospect of accomplishing anything really fruitful 
for the improvement of economic relations by means of international agreements. Only in this way will 
the equal right to buy and sell on the world market be secured, and that for all. Incidentally, the German 
people have also made very concrete demands in this respect, and I would be pleased if you, Mr. 
President, as one of the successors of the former President Wilson, wanted to advocate that now at last 
the word be kept on the basis of which the German people once laid down their arms and placed 
themselves in the hands of the so-called victors. I am thinking first of all of the countless billions in so- 
called reparations extorted from Germany, but rather of the restitution of the territories stolen from 
Germany. For the German people lost about 3 million square kilometers of land in Europe and outside 
Europe. Yet the entire German colonial empire, unlike the colonies of other nations, was not conquered 
by wars, but only by treaties or purchase. President Wilson solemnly pledged his word to us that the 
German colonial claim, just like any other, would be subject to the same just test. Instead of this, 
however, the German possessions have been added to the nations which in themselves possess the 
greatest colonial empires of all time, and our people have been consigned to a great anxiety which will 
be especially effective today and in the future. It would be a noble act if President Franklin Roosevelt 
were to bring President Wilson's word to fruition. This would be, above all, a practical contribution to 
the moral consolidation of the world and thus to the uplifting of its economy. 21 Mr. Roosevelt then 
concluded by declaring that the heads of all the great governments were responsible at this time for the 
destiny of mankind. They would have to hear the pleas of their peoples to protect them from the 
foreseeable chaos of war. And for this I too would have a responsibility. 288 Answer: Mr. President 
Roosevelt! I understand without further ado that the size of your empire and the immense wealth of 
your country allow you to feel responsible for the destinies of the whole world and for the destinies of 
all peoples. I, President Roosevelt, am placed on a much more modest and smaller scale. You have 135 
million people in 5.5 million square miles. You have a country of immense wealth, all mineral resources, 
fertile enough to feed more than half a billion people and provide them with all necessities. I once took 
over a state that was facing complete ruin thanks to its reliance on assurances from another world, as 
well as through the poor regime of its own democratic leaders. In this state, not 15 but 140 people live 
per square kilometer as in America. The fertility of our country cannot be compared with yours. 


Countless mineral resources, which nature provides you with in unlimited quantities, are lacking. The 
billions of German savings from long years of peace in gold and foreign exchange have been squeezed 
out of us and taken away. We have lost our colonies. In 1933 I had in my country seven million 
unemployed, several million short-time workers, millions of impoverished farmers, a destroyed trade, in 
short: a general chaos. I have now, Mr. President Roosevelt, been able to accomplish only one task since 
that time. I cannot feel responsible for the fate of the world, because this world has taken no part in the 
miserable fate of my own people either. I have considered myself called by providence to serve only my 
own people and to redeem them from their terrible misery. In these 61/2 years that have now passed, I 
have therefore always lived day and night with only one thought in mind, to awaken my people's own 
powers in the face of being abandoned by the whole world, and to increase them to the utmost and to 
use them for the salvation of our community. I have overcome the chaos in Germany, restored order, 
raised production tremendously in all areas of our national economy, through extreme 

I have raised production tremendously in all areas of our national economy, created substitutes for the 
many raw materials we lack, paved the way for new inventions, redeveloped transportation, and built 
enormous roads. I have dug canals, created huge new factories, and endeavored to serve the purposes of 
social development, education, and the culture of my people. I have succeeded in completely 
reintegrating the 7 million unemployed, who are so dear to all of us, into useful production, in keeping 
the German farmer on his land despite all difficulties and saving it for him, in bringing German trade 
back to prosperity and in promoting traffic in the most enormous way. In order to prevent the threat of 
another world, I have not only united the German people politically, but also armed them militarily, 
and I have further attempted to eliminate, leaf by leaf, that treaty which in its 448 articles contains the 
vilest rapes ever inflicted on peoples and men. I have returned to the Reich the provinces which were 
stolen from us in 1919, I have led millions of deeply unhappy Germans who were torn away from us 
back to their homeland, I have restored the thousand-year-old 

historical unity of the German living space, and I have endeavored, Mr. President, to do all this without 
bloodshed and without therefore inflicting the suffering of war on my people or others. I have done this, 
Mr. President, as a worker and soldier of my people, unknown only 21 years ago, from my own 
strength, and can therefore claim before history to be counted among those people who have done the 
most that can be asked of an individual cheaply, and justly. You, Mr. President, have it infinitely easier 
in comparison. When I became Chancellor of the Reich in 1933, you became President of the American 
Union; you thus became head of one of the largest and richest states in the world at the first moment. 
You have the good fortune to have to feed hardly 15 people on the square kilometer of your country. 
You have at your disposal the most infinite mineral resources in the world. You can, by the vastness of 
your space and the fertility of your fields, secure to every single American ten times the amount of 
necessities of life than is possible in Germany. Nature, at any rate, has permitted you to do so. Although 
the number of inhabitants of your country is scarcely one third greater than the number of inhabitants of 
Greater Germany, you have more than 15 times as much living space at your disposal. You can 
therefore find time and leisure, determined by the size of your whole circumstances, to deal with 
universal problems. For you therefore the world is certainly also therefore so small that you may believe 
to be able to intervene and work everywhere with benefit. In this sense, therefore, your concerns and 
suggestions may span a much larger and wider space than mine. For 290 my world, Mr. President 
Roosevelt, is the one in which Providence has placed me, and for which I am therefore obliged to work. 
It is much narrower in space. It embraces only my people. Alone I believe to benefit thereby still most 
that, which is at the heart of all of us: The justice, the welfare, the progress and the peace of the whole 
human community!" This speech of Hitler's, which is reproduced verbatim, should once again make the 
situation in which Hitler and with him Germany stood at that time clear to every thoughtful person 


without bias. This was certainly a very important and fundamental speech, which takes a stand on the 
problems to which this book is also dedicated, but which also reveals the difficult situation worldwide 
into which Hitler saw himself placed and with which he had to cope in his own way. I do not believe 
that even a single word is untrue or did not correspond to the realities as Hitler had to see and judge the 
existing tensions in the world. This account of Hitler took place four months before the outbreak of war 
before the Reichstag and thus before the German people and the world public. It was still an ideal 
world. The German people had few worries, worked diligently, were content, and almost without 
exception supported their leader and their government. They were happy and also a little proud that 
"their hero of the people" had essentially succeeded in freeing himself from the shameful chains of 
Versailles, and all this without bloodshed. Self-confidently, the Reich now stood there, able to fulfill its 
historical task as the centerpiece of Europe peacefully and convincingly. The Reich stood at the climax 
of its historical development not only because it had found its political, economic and cultural unity as a 
nation-state as a people of 80 million, but also because it had overcome its capitalist and Marxist ideas, 
which were alien to it, just as it was about to erect an insurmountable dam against the Bolshevik plague, 
which in the run-up to the ideological confrontation put a stop to the progressive dissolution of the 
soul's power of resistance through the contamination with international fusion ideas. This spirit created 
by Hitler and the state of soul of the German people at that time was ready and able to save Europe and 
with it the Occident. If today, after the criminal Second World War, Europe is only a heap of ruins of 
itself and waits like a shy rabbit for its complete garaus, it is certainly not Hitler's and Germany's fault. 
The victory over Germany was the greatest sham victory in world history. The ruins visible today do 
not testify against Hitler, but accuse his destroyers. Our survival, however, will only be possible in the 
spirit of common European responsibility or we will die. The question posed to us Europeans today can 
only be, is this spirit of the will to freedom still alive or has it become a victim of self-destructive re- 
education? I believe that this spirit cannot be destroyed in the long run, no matter how mendacious and 
destructive the methods. Time will teach it. Today one hears again and again: Yes, until then everything 
was good and understandable, such as the annexation of Austria, the Sudeten question concluded by 
Munich. But from then on, Hitler had been intemperate and had run blindly into his and Germany's 
downfall. As we have seen before, with regard to the creation of the Protectorate of Bohemia-Moravia, 
Hitler was also only an agent within the framework of the disorder imposed on him by others, which 
had to be eliminated if worse things were not to happen. You can't argue like clueless creatures. They 
parrot mostly only half-heard and half-truths and move in the framework of propaganda theories 
without having seriously dealt with the happened events or even wanting to do so. In addition, our 
misfortune, in contrast to that of other peoples, is always seen from the point of view of the guilt 
complex that has been imposed on us and that we have been taught for a long time. Also from this 
speech, which is typical for Hitler, one cannot read out with any word and with any thought any war 
lustfulness or even war intention. On the contrary, one can see from every line Hitler's worries and 
hardships, which he had found and which he had to shape in the sense of a viable Germany and a 
reorganization of Central Europe. For this he needed nothing but peace. Any war could only destroy his 
life's work in view of the emerging fine constellation. At this time, Hitler was at the height of his success 
and power, which had to be preserved for the Greater German Reich he had created. War was not his 
metier, but the shaping of what had hitherto been a unique achievement. 292 VI CHAPTER THE 
GERMAN-POLISH QUESTION Hitler's peace and friendship agreement with Poland on Jan. 26, 
1934, despite Polish injustice and chauvinism When Hitler assumed responsibility in 1933, he found an 
extremely tense relationship between Germany and Poland. The Weimar government had not been able 
to achieve any improvements in relations, nor had it ever accepted or even recognized the borders 
created by Versailles and the territories forcibly occupied by the Poles in violation of international law. 


Today, in "coming to terms with our past", one should not pretend, against one's better judgment, that 
the Poles are the "purest angels" and only Germany is the eternal troublemaker. Absolutely certainly the 
opposite can be proved historically. Especially today's submission democrats, who always refer to 
Weimar, have no reason to present the policy of their intellectual predecessors regarding Poland as an 
example of an exemplary peace policy. Nothing happened and nothing could happen because this 
republic was weak, impotent and, what is more, divided within itself: Throughout the existence of the 
Weimar Republic, the various governments were on the "brink of war" with Poland. Poland was by no 
means satisfied with what it had achieved, but was constantly making further territorial claims. The 
chauvinistic and bellicose Polish policy of that time can be seen in a multitude of documents. The first 
real statesman after the First World War who tried to change this disastrous German-Polish relationship 
was Adolf Hitler. Not because he loved the Poles, but out of 

out of a sober political necessity. Hitler was a practical man without illusions. He had fought his main 
battle against communism and its destructive Marxist-Leninist ideology up to the time of his 
appointment as German chancellor, and had thus prevented a communist revolution in Germany at the 
last moment. In 293 questions of communism there was for him only a total confrontation. That is why 
even today the Marxist left is so purposefully and distortively dealing with the past, whereby the naive 
bourgeoisie, as usual, allows itself to be duped or remains silent. Out of this anti-communist attitude, 
Hitler saw in Poland a possible ally, despite all existing tensions. This was all the more true since the 
Poles also rejected communist ideology and had proved this with their battles against the Soviets under 
Marshal Pilsudski. The Poles had always taken a hostile attitude toward Russian claims to power, and 
after the war they were able to hold their own against the Soviets in successful battles. The current 
events are in line with the historical events. Vouched for and historically verifiable are the views of 
Hitler and his Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop "that a strong Poland was simply a political necessity in 
view of the aggressive Soviet plans for world conquest," that "every Polish division was worth a German 
division," and militarily and economically "an isolated, dismembered and weak Poland could never be of 
any use to either country." Hitler's words on occasion of a political discussion with Colonel Beck, the 
hapless Polish Foreign Minister, in Berchtesgaden on Jan. 5, 1939, concerning his basic view and the 
absolute necessity of a common policy in the interest of Europe, are almost incantatory and prophetic: 
"In the end we would all, victors and vanquished, lie under the same ruins; and the only one to profit 
would be Moscow." Thus, logically, one of Hitler's first foreign 

policy measures was to establish a friendly relationship with our eastern neighbor Poland. This 
culminated in the Declaration of Peace and Friendship of Jan. 26, 1934, an agreement that provided for 
a ten-year renunciation of any use of force and a peaceful settlement of all pending disputed issues. The 
settlement of border disputes remained untouched for the time being and was to be taken up at the 
appropriate time later. This agreement, concluded with the strong man of the time, Polish Marshal and 
Chief of Staff Pilsudski, was sincere and serious on Hitler's part. History will not be able to prove any 
statement or action by Hitler until mid-May 1939, nor will it be able to produce any document, nor will 
it be able to prove any German press announcement, which would have opposed the spirit and content 
of this agreement. Absolutely wrong, stupid and contemptible is today's presentation of these facts by 
German and other politicians as well as so-called 294 historians, who out of hatred against everything 
German and especially against the IE. Reich simply do not want to accept what is true and who, out of a 
delusion, soil their own nest, which has already become a habit. Thus, in the long run, one never does 
justice to a past and a seminal history and a solution to the political problems at hand. Equally 
oppressive, frivolous and undignified are the statements made by Chancellor Schmidt in a press 
interview on August 30, 1979, during the Berlin Radio Exhibition, with regard to Poland, that the 
"shifting of borders back and forth, a return of areas in which Germans no longer live, into German 


hands is inconceivable to him and that he also cannot believe that such an endeavor could be good for 
peace in Germany and Europe. With such a selling out of German vital interests on the basis of highly 
sterilized guilt complexes, which Mr. Schmidt may have but others do not, neither serve to come to 
terms with the past nor do they give the green light for a balanced solution of a future Europe which is 
just and acceptable to all parts, unless West Germany were to be incorporated into the Soviet Union. 
When Hitler concluded this treaty of friendship, Poland, in cooperation with France, had already 
planned to attack Germany three times since coming to power. Almost half of all ethnic Germans had 
been illegally dispossessed or expelled. Since its existence, Poland has violated the observance of the 
Treaty of Versailles for the Protection of Minorities. This, however, had been the prerequisite for 
Poland's recognition under international law. On June 24, 1919, a note from Clemenceau, the president 
of the Peace Conference, to Polish Prime Minister Paderewski stated: "...Poland points out that it owes 
its restoration and independence to the victory of the Allied powers. This fact, however, entails certain 
obligations on the part of the Great Powers, which must see to it that the guarantee of certain 
fundamental human rights does not endanger the stabilization of this area in which they have to 
establish a new and lasting order. These obligations of the principal powers were, of course, closely 
connected with the duties to be fulfilled toward the defeated states. The safeguarding of internal 
stability and the maintenance of peace in the East-Central European area with an internationally 
guaranteed protection of minorities had to claim a priority." These rights and obligations laid down 
here with regard to the ethnic Germans have not been exercised and observed either by the signatory 
powers or by the Poles. Thus both parts were guilty from the outset of a disastrous development 295 and 
have to answer for this before history, notHitleror Germany. Hitler had thus concluded a peace and 
friendship treaty with Poland at a very early stage. Germany stood alone at that time, completely 
isolated, burdened with the "fetters of Versailles and without any alliances in the midst of a hostile, 
unfavorable world. The only leading continental power in Europe was France, highly armed with nearly 
100 million people, an insurmountable Magi-not line and a demilitarized Rhineland zone in the 
forefront, and with military alliances with Great Britain, Czecho-Slovakia, Belgium and Poland. But 
when one concludes military alliances, one is by nature, as with peace and friendship agreements, not for 
but against something or someone. And if one looks at the situation of the four allies, it is clear even to 
the most simple-minded that such an alliance system is not about peace policy, but means a serious, 
constant threat of war for Germany. Even the former Foreign Minister Curaus during the Weimar 
period regarded this "neurotic" need for security on the part of France as a serious obstacle to European 
understanding. Any responsible German government - not the Third Reich alone, for instance - that did 
not want to shirk its political function of the European center and thus a historical responsibility could 
only accept this eunuchism, as the Weimar government had done, and thus renounce independence and 
equality, or, from the French point of view, had to accept the hostility of the powers interested in its 
disempowerment. This French alliance system, which did not promote peace, was further extended by 
the French in 1936 with the conclusion of a mutual assistance pact with the Soviet Union on the 
grounds of a "German danger". This happened despite repeated genuine efforts by Hitler, "in 
accordance with his deepest wish", to come to a real understanding with France. It is historically 
undisputed that precisely such an alliance was a decisive cause of the First World War. Mind you, this 
treaty was concluded when the German Wehrmacht, in contrast to France's strength, was still in an 
embryonic state. I have already reported on this in the chapter on the state of armaments. This German- 
Polish peace and friendship treaty was signed despite the existing Polish-French military alliance. Such a 
treaty implies that both peoples brought the will for understanding and solution of their difficult 
problems in "peace and friendship" as partners. This treaty, however, is naturally broken and invalidated 
if one of the contracting parties, contrary to the meaning and purpose of such a treaty, enters into 


agreements without consultation, which are directed against one or the "other" partner. Whoever does 
or permits this acts against "good faith", becomes guilty and bears the responsibility for the resulting 
consequences. For this reason, Hitler was absolutely right when he denounced this treaty in his 
Reichstag speech of April 28, 1939, after Poland had allowed the English and French guarantee to be 
imposed on it. For this guarantee was clearly directed against Poland's contractual partner Germany. 
Poland was also aware of the fact that the border regulation and the cession of territories inhabited 
mainly by Germans, forced by the unilateral dictate of Versailles, hardly allowed for a good neighborly 
relationship. This is also evident from the Polish memorandum of May 5, 1939, which states: "The 
Polish Government has foreseen for several years that the difficulties encountered by the League of 
Nations in carrying out its tasks in Gdansk would be a confused situation. 

would create a confused situation which it would be important to clarify in the interests of Poland and 
Germany. For several years the Polish Government had been indicating to the Germans that it would be 
advisable to open sincere negotiations on these questions. Finally, the Polish Government emphasized 
that its attitude on the question of facilitating traffic in Pomerelia depended on the attitude of the Reich 
with regard to the free city of Danzig." (Polish Government White Paper, 1940 No. 78). The High 
Commissioner of the League of Nations in Danzig, Carl J. Burckhard to the Polish Foreign Minister 
Beck on 22.7.1938: "Without pressure and threat we will still be able to talk with the Reich about some 
difficulties left over from the Versailles Treaty. The hybrid creation of the Free City took place in 1918 
with the intention of creating permanent discord between Poland and Germany." The ever ambivalent 
Churchill, who was wont to express himself according to his whim, in each case according to the 
momentary expediency, spoke in the House of Commons on Nov. 24, 1932: "If the English 
Government really wishes to do something to promote peace, it should take the lead and take up the 
question of Danzig and the Corridor in its turn while the victorious States are still superior. If these 
questions are not solved, there can be no hope of a lasting peace. (H. Grimm, "Why, whence, but 
whither?" p. 246) Chamberlain biographer K. Feiling quotes Churchill: "Churchill, said in 1933 of the 
Danzig Corridor problem, to make amends for this mockery of world 297 history and reason must be 
one of the greatest pactical aims of European diplomacy which seeks peace." So peace has not been 
wanted, because these materials of conflict have not been eliminated. Today it is part of the good tone to 
blame all the results of a lost war on Hitler as almost self-evident. One simply claims primitively that 
Hitler had wanted the war from the beginning and justifies this ridiculously with quotations from 
"Mein Kampf". But one forgets that this book was written during his imprisonment in Landsberg as an 
internal political pamphlet for his followers, at a time when Hitler could not even think of ever 
becoming the head of state of Germany. As is well known, every man grows with the tasks he is later 
confronted with. Hitler himself repeatedly expressed that he would never have published this book in 
the form he did if he had known that fate would have let him take such a responsible position. He 
repeatedly entertained the idea of changing and correcting some things. But his duties left him no time 
to do so. The only point at issue here is that Hitler 

found all the problems caused by Versailles unsolved and was forced to deal with them in the interest of 
preserving peace and to find a workable solution. It is on record that Hitler thought much more 
realistically than his predecessors of the Weimar Republic. He renounced many things and offered 
compromises that his predecessors should never have allowed themselves before the German people. 
Only a few examples, which I will quote here, may prove that some very renowned democrats of that 
time, to whom our present democrats of the Federal Republic are so fond of referring, took a much 
tougher stand with regard to the regulation of the Polish questions. For example, Minister President 
Otto Braun said in Kénigsberg in November 1930: "I do not dispute Poland's interest in an exit to the 
sea, but just as it was secured for the new Czech state through the Elbe and Hamburg, it could be 


opened up to Poland through the Vistula and Danzig without East Prussia being torn away from the 
motherland and hundreds of thousands of German nationals being forced without consultation under 
foreign state sovereignty, where they are now subjected to the worst terror, or even being driven out of 
their homeland. Germany can and will never recognize this injustice as justified." (Chr. Héltje "The 
Weimar Republic and the Osdocarno Problem 1919-1934"). 298 The foreign minister Gustav 
Stresemann, so highly esteemed again today, spoke in the name of all parties: "One of my essential tasks 
is the correction of the eastern borders: The recovery of Dornig, the Polish corridor, and a correction of 
the border in Upper Silesia." And elsewhere it says "That we do not recognize the border in the East, I 
once expressed to the chagrin of the Polish government in a public speech in the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, when I declared that no German government from the German Nationalists to the 
Communists would ever recognize this border of the Versailles Treaty." ("Legacy Bequest" Vol. II, pp. 
546/47 and 233-236) How puny and irresponsible, on the other hand, the previously quoted remarks of 
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt prove to be. He would not have been able to exist even in the Weimar 
Republic! And how does it say further in the white book of the Polish government 1940 in a report of 
the Polish undersecretary of state in the foreign office, count Szembeck, on 12. 8.1936 after a 
Unterredimg had with Hitler: "In the year 1933, when he took over the power, the relations between 
Poland and Danzig were very tense. The Reich Chancellor then ordered "his people" to come to an 
understanding with Poland. One can regret the decisions of the Versailles Treaty and show oneself 
dissatisfied with it, but one can still take into account the facts resulting from it. The Danzig question is 
insignificant compared with the enormity of this problem, which argue for a reconciliation of Polish and 
German policy. The order given by the Reich Chancellor to Gdansk to put an end to the disputes 
against Poland met with violent attacks from the German Nationalists, the Socialists and the 
Communists, both in Gdansk and in the Reich. The Chancellor was accused of betraying Germany's 
imperious interests. But the Chancellor did not care; he did not deviate one step and continued to 
pursue the path he had marked out for himself, namely, that of the indispensable understanding with 
Poland." In the case of such an official Polish attestation of Hitler's attitude, it should be noted 
historically that he was anxious to seek a settlement with Poland under all circumstances, but in no case 
wanted to solve the conflict with a war. The self-incrimination thus imposed on the Germans is 
completely misplaced. A serious study of the historical facts and thus an objective examination of the 
causes of the war and the guilt of the war would better serve a coming to terms with the past than to 
accept unchecked deliberately incorrect representations and phrases of the re-educators. I have the 
impression that interested circles do not want this at all, but have cleverly designed it 299 to let the 
German people continue to vegetate as repentant sheep and remorseful sinners with guilt complexes laid 
out for generations by suppressing and falsifying the historical events. Hitler had made his calculation 
without the host when he tried to come to a peaceful settlement with Poland. All his proposals, however 
well-intentioned, for generous and promising solutions were at first apparently taken up by the Poles, 
but later rejected. Unlike Hitler, the Poles played with hidden cards. What were the reasons? To find 
out, one has to go a little further and study the prehistory. In the 1921 vote in East Upper Silesia, despite 
vote rigging and terror, the Germans received by far the most votes in this valuable industrial area. 
Nevertheless, the Poles, with Italian and French support, took this territory in violation of international 
law. They thus received far more German land than they were entitled to and should have demanded. 
As many politicians from all over the world, even in Poland, noted, this land theft meant nothing other 
than a continuation of the state of war. The seeds of further conflict were deliberately planted here. The 
illegal appropriation of East Upper Silesia alone gave Poland nearly 50,000 square kilometers of 
primeval German land with the coal and coke industries we had built and the many other industries that 
resulted from them. Here alone, Germany lost one tenth of its most valuable landholdings. But instead 


of being satisfied with what had been achieved and trying to come to terms with Germany, the 
responsible Polish statesmen and their military men deliberately pursued a policy of "dogmatic 
hostility". Based on the knowledge of France's assistance, this policy was considered constructive and 
conducive to peace. It did not matter at all that Poland was anything but a democratic state and was 
characterized by ongoing pogroms of Jews. It was ruled in an authoritarian manner by the former 
legionary Pilsudski, who had his supporters in all important positions. Poland's anti-German attitude 
becomes understandable if one remembers the words of Woodrow Wilson on April 7, 1919: "The only 
real interest of France in Poland is to weaken Germany by granting Poland territories to which she has 
no right (R. S. Baker "Woodrow Wilson and Worlds Settlement" Vol. II. p. 60). It is also noteworthy in 
this connection that the world has never taken offense at this Polish dictatorship, as, for that matter, at 
the Czech dictatorship, while in 300 the Fiihrer's state is 

today tries to blame Germany as particularly reprehensible. Another psychological component is 
significant for the reversal of all concepts. The forced cession of originally German territories, contrary 
to the right of self-determination of the peoples, was accepted by the world public as quasi rightful, 
whereas the representation of the unity will of the German people under the name of "international 
law" was considered aggressive and thus conducive to war. This method has always been used against 
Germany, whether against the Kaiserreich, the Weimar Republic, or the Third Reich, as well as today 
against the Federal Republic. The only difference is that Hitler clearly recognized this method and 
rightly denounced it, while the Federal Republic deprived itself of this moral weapon through its 
acquired and self-inflicted guilt complex. On the contrary, such truths are deliberately suppressed from 
the public. It is allowed, that always only one-sided offsets are made, the expulsion of 9 million German 
people from their ancestral homeland in violation of international law is concealed and it is reacted 
allergically, if once the disgracefulness and murders of the defenceless expellees are pointed out. To this 
day, the German government has refused to publish the officially compiled documentation. Even in the 
case of necessary state treaties, it fails to set off debt against counter-debt, as is normal with all states, and 
is then surprised when no balanced treaties can be obtained, so that we Germans always have to pay on 
top. It is indisputable that the countless sources of conflict between Germans and Poles arose as a result 
of the criminal Versailles Treaty, and in their effect they have neither done the two states concerned any 
good, nor have they had any beneficial effect on the shaping of a future spatial order in Europe. The 
divided Europe of today, with two military blocs of non-spatial powers, is the result of these mistakes of 
the past, which began long before Hitler. The cause of the Second World War lay in the excessiveness 
of Polish demands and the stubborn rejection of any German demands, however modest, for a peaceful 
settlement. Poland did not want justice! It let it come to war, because the Poles wanted more from 
Germany than they had already swallowed illegally. Here lies the real cause of the local conflict, which 
England and France then extended to the World War. The decisive blame lies in the fact that the Poles, 
with the help of France and the League of Nations, which was in bondage to France, avoided any 
decision on the justified German complaints, and even, with the provocative help of England, let it 
come to a decision with weapons. Apart from the illegal seizure of German lands, it was the further 
territorial claims of the megalomaniac Polish leaders, who had become little democratic. It was not 
Germany that led an imperialist policy, but demonstrably Poland. It not only dreamed of a "balance of 
power" between Russia and Germany and of the establishment of a Polish "great power of Europe", but 
also demanded this quite openly by publishing maps which could only have sprung from a morbid brain. 
Already when the borders were drawn in 1921 in the Riga Peace Treaty with the Bolsheviks, the Poles 
had appropriated 7 million Ukrainians and 2 million 

Belarusians. The idea of taking over Ukraine up to Kiev with access to the Black Sea was already 
demanded in 1919/20 and was once again presented to Mr. von Ribbentrop on February 1, 1939 on the 


occasion of his state visit. It is stated in A. J. P. Taylor "The Origins of the Second World War", p. 196: 
"Beck made no secret of the fact that Poland had aspirations to Soviet Ukraine when Ribbentrop visited 
Warsaw". Interesting for the excessive Polish territorial claims is Dmolwski's memorandum of 
8.10.1918, which was presented and discussed with President Wilson during the Versailles negotiations, 
even more the reasoning that in America lived about 4 million Poles with a considerable electoral 
potential. We find the same blackmail in the U.S. today with the 6% electoral votes of Jews, which are 
ultimately decisive in any presidential election. In 1923, among others, the Minister of Culture 
Stanislaus Grabski openly called for Poland's expansion northward as the primary goal of foreign policy 
in his paper "Remarks on Poland's Present Historical Moment": "The Polish people cannot accept the 
result of the referendum in Masuria as the final verdict of history. The existence of the Republic will be 
permanently secured only when we are victorious in the inevitable struggle with Germany. For the 
Baltic shores Poland will sooner or later clash with Germany. ("Polish Tragedy" p. 313 by H. Laeuen). 
In the same book on page 298 an article of the newspaper "Dzien Polski" of 1923 is quoted: "The seizure 
of the Memelland was a rehearsal action for the once inevitable, coming seizure of East Prussia by 
Poland." In the "Gazeta Gdansk" on 9.10.1923 (all before Hitler's time) it says: "Poland must insist that 
it cannot exist without Kénigsberg, without all of East Prussia. We must now demand in Locarno that 
all of East Prussia be liquidated. It can be given autonomy under 302 Polish sovereignty. Then there will 
be no more corridor. If this does not happen peacefully, then there will be again a second Tannenberg, 
and all the lands will then return safely to the bosom of the beloved fatherland. " In 1930 
"Mocarstwowiec" in the "League of Great Power" close to Pilsudski wrote: "We are aware that war 
between Poland and Germany cannot be avoided. We must prepare systematically and vigorously for 
this war. The present generation will see that a new victory at Grunwald (referring to the Battle of 
Tannenberg in 1410) will be written in the pages of history. But we will beat this Grunwald (referring 
to the Grunewald in Berlin) in the suburbs of Berlin. Our ideal is to round off Poland with borders on 
the Oder, in the West and the Neisse in Lusatia and to annex Prussia from the Pregel to the Spree. In 
this war no prisoners will be taken, there will be no place for humanitarian feelings. We will surprise the 
whole world with our war against Germany." (B. de Colonna "Poland from the Inside" p. 90) Read 
these lines twice. And compare them with the cruel reality of today! But one sees that the clear facts for 
the hanging in Nuremberg for incitement to genocide and others are fulfilled. Not Germans, but Poles 
were the war criminals! Just as later the international tribunal in Nuremberg made a mockery of the law 
by making the victor the judge and stamping the vanquished from the outset as the announced criminal 
without a fair historical investigation, the so-called victors of Versailles, in particular the beneficiaries of 
this dictate, namely Poles, set new standards for international law and war guilt. Those who defended 
the rights for their self-assertion, i.e. who named the injustice done and demanded a peaceful revision, 
were portrayed as warmongers and aggressors. Those, however, who were not ready for even the most 
moderate peaceful solution of the most urgent grievances, who openly made further excessive territorial 
demands, openly threatened war and preached annihilation and genocide, were neither called to order 
nor accused. In addition, they were rewarded by the victors and made internationally socially acceptable. 
The reversal of all concepts is virtually a historical joke. This Great Polish mania with its territorial 
demands was directed not only to the East, North and West, but also to the South, where Czech and 
Slovak lands were demanded with a border to Hungary. This happened right after the foundation of the 
Czechoslovak state and was repeated after the establishment of the protectorate. London was aware of 
the Polish demand to take over German colonies (Doc. IV, p. 189). In 1926 the Polish Westmark 
Association demanded borders from the Oder, including Stettin, to the middle and lower Diina, 
including Riga. Much worse and more momentous, however, was the fact that the new Polish state was 
not a nation-state but, like Czecho-Slovakia, a state of nationalities with many millions of strong 


minorities who by no means felt happy within these arbitrarily created borders. Poland was completely 
overfed with these many-tribed minorities. If one then knew about the megalomania and the arrogance 
of the Polish leadership, about the difficulties of such an oversized foundation of a state with all its 
shortcomings and the almost proverbial "Polish economy", then one gets an idea of the oppressive 
measures that became apparent from the very beginning and the misery of the foreign nationals affected 
by them, to whom the Jews also belonged in particular. As history fully proves, the Polish state since its 
founding has flatly rejected the independent cultural, economic or even political development of these 
most diverse ethnic groups. In addition to the Ukrainians, the Germans were particularly affected, and 
they were subjected to appalling oppression, an ever-increasing 

The Germans, in particular, had to put up with appalling oppression, an ever-increasing expropriation 
of their property, the loss of their livelihoods, persecution and murder, without the guarantor powers 
being able to enforce any relief or improvements, or even wanting to do so. The Treaty for the 
Protection of Minorities, which was the prerequisite and basis for securing German property, was first 
camouflaged by the Polish government, and later openly disregarded. One spoke publicly in the context 
of this "Polonisie-rung" contrary to international law of such a necessity and glorified such action 
hypocritically as "peace mission". This went so far that the League of Nations was denied the rights 
granted to it to carry out a review of these transgressions. Such an undertaking was denounced as 
"interference in internal political affairs" without any consequences. The culmination of this obvious 
injustice was the unilateral denunciation of these minority protection agreements in 1934, which the 
world accepted as without indignation as the usual persecutions of Jews there. Poland, by its very 
existence, but also as a result of the alliance treaty with France, was a carefully guarded plant against 
Germany, which had been branded as a war criminal in Versailles. In 304, the Poles belonged to the 
"established", who were allowed to behave in such a way without being reprimanded, while at the same 
time Germany, which was completely defenseless at that time, was denounced as belligerent and 
aggressive. This has remained the method of the established and powerful to this day, who have always 
known how to turn black into white and wrong into right with the help of a press that is in bondage to 
them. Such a procedure had to lead or should lead to conflicts, which had to lead in this way constantly 
loaded once inevitably to the explosion. If then this desired case arrives logically, the screaming is large 
and one acts indignant. Again then after the same procedure and according to the law of the established 
and powerful ones the abused and attacked one is explained to the aggressor and guilty one, while the 
oppressor, who has conjured up this situation with his injustice, as the deplorable victim of such an 
occurrence then still gets right and is put down as innocent victim lamb. As long as this is the case, 
neither a Versailles nor a Nuremberg will be able to create justice and peace as well as national morality. 
Here, only independent judges who are not affected by the respective conflicts, ie. neutral judges, 
commissioned by an international body, can pronounce law and thus avert disaster. Not to have created 
such a body is the omission of the so-called Versailles peacemakers. But to have trampled on such a right 
remains for all time reserved for the international military tribunal. History has already pronounced its 
verdict today. Once again victors sat in judgment on the defeated, disregarding all historically grown 
legal norms and practicing revenge justice. The Polonization of Poznan, West Prussia, the purely 
German city of Gdansk and the illegally acquired Upper Silesia was pushed ahead rapidly despite 
countless protests. This began with the banning of German as an official language and the closure of 
German schools, so that by the end of 1938/39 only 185 of 757 remained. German teachers were 
dismissed and put under pressure, German students, skilled workers and apprentices were prevented 
from vocational training. Excessive taxes were used to ruin crafts and industrial enterprises. Newspapers 
and community facilities were simply confiscated, licenses were not granted, and support was not given 
to German unemployed. With the help of land reforms and so-called Hurbereinigungen, an 


expropriation procedure was introduced that left hundreds of thousands of Germans without jobs and 
forced more and more Germans to leave Poland. By the time Hitler came to power, over 305 million 
Germans had been forced to abandon their ancestral homeland and property. Over 3/4 million hectares 
of land were expropriated and thus robbed from the German people. The synagogue fires, which were 
later so denounced, 

and which were, moreover, severely condemned by Hitler and then immediately stopped, found their 
predecessors in Poland, where many German community and day-care centers as well as cultural 
institutions were set on fire and destroyed. The synagogue fires were harmless in comparison. Here, 
however, they were tolerated by the Polish state and were not reprimanded or punished as in Germany. 
The expropriation and resettlement of Germans in the border areas up to 100 km east of the German- 
Polish border was particularly rigorous. In the book by K. Rabl "The Right of Self-Determination of 
Peoples" it says on page 126/27: "Withholding or deprivation of citizenship with subsequent expulsion 
from the country on the grounds of having a foreigner before him, expulsion of former civil servants, 
teachers and other public employees together with their families, biased handling of the tax laws, 
especially the tax enforcement laws and regulations on agrarian reform, deprivation of professional 
rights (licenses, concessions, permits) and the resulting destruction of the economic basis of life and calls 
for boycotts tolerated by the authorities. The resulting feeling of legal insecurity and the awareness of 
being at the mercy of a foreign state power created a mood of panic, which resulted in fearful sales and 
emigration even beyond the extent of the coercion applied by Poland. This policy forced the Germans 
of West Prussia and Posen to emigrate en masse between 1919 and 1926." It could be argued that the 
Polish population had to suffer for this as well, when it had to live under Russian, Austrian and German 
rule before. But this is not true. No one was expropriated, everyone had a job and could acquire land. 
Whatever the Poles may say about the Prussian Kulturkampf of the seventies, it is certain that after 
more than a hundred years of German rule (1815-1918) 24.1% of the rural property in West Prussia and 
41.3% in Poznan was in Polish hands. In support of these facts, P. Roth writes in "Origin of the Polish 
State" on p. 136: "All this activity of the German people and the German government could not break 
the national resistance of the Poles. The Polish population and Polish landed property quickly regained 
their footing in competition with German trade and industry. This proves the strength and viability of 
the Polish 306 population of the entire area, and is at the same time the striking example of a 
government acting against the will and interests of the people, which will maintain its destructive 
character as long as the Polish provinces will form a part of Germany." Hitler's Policy Toward Poland 
All Polish repressive measures came to a head beginning in 1933. The Westerlandplatte incident, highly 
stylized by the Polish press, virtually bred anti-German sentiment. The actual persecutions of Germans 
increased. There was talk of a "boiling national soul," but the conditions for this were created by an anti- 
German press campaign. This went so far that the voivode Grazynski, who was appointed in East Upper 
Silesia, recommended the "extermination of the Germans" in a programmatic speech before the Polish 
Ministry of the Interior (R. Breyer "Das deutsche Reich und Polen"). In contrast to the responsible 
politicians of the Weimar Republic and the German press of the time, who always condemned these 
Polish attacks and brought them to the attention of the German population, Hitler did not allow himself 
to be provoked and instructed the German press to refrain from any emotion or attack against the anti- 
German behavior of the Poles. Hitler wanted to reach a peaceful settlement with Poland under all 
circumstances, for the reasons stated at the beginning of this chapter, because for him higher things were 
at stake. He knew very well that Poland, even after the conclusion of the German-Polish Friendship and 
Non-Aggression Pact of 1934, continued to use this pact as a cover for its still maintained policy of 
constriction against German minorities. He even expressly ordered that the Poles who had been working 
here in Germany for years be treated well, as were the seasonal workers who came back every year. 


Hitler genuinely believed in the possibility of a German-Polish understanding and relied on time. He 
alone had this patience and did not let himself be shaken by any alarm messages. In the same way, he 
gave his party members in Danzig strict instructions not to be provoked in the interest of a settlement 
and not to give any cause for aggravation of the situation. The American historian Hoggan writes about 
this in his book "The Forced War" p. 439/40: "Hitler was willing, for reasons of high policy, to pay the 
price of relinquishing the territories lost to Poland before 1939. He has always expressly emphasized that 
it would be childish to attempt to regain any territory which Germany or the German Austrians had to 
cede after the First World War. His attitude in the Tyrol question is one of the most plausible examples 
of this policy. In the 8th and 9th centuries Bavarian tribes developed the whole Austrian territory. 
About the South Tyrol settlement 

of 1919, the Bavarians were very bitter. Hitler, however, was of the opinion that South Tyrol should be 
renounced forever in favor of Italy. In the twenties, he openly expressed this unpopular idea in his 
speeches. He thus unquestionably hindered the initial growth of the National Socialist movement in 
Bavaria. South Tyrol was the home of a tightly-knit bloc of vigorous and freedom-loving Germans, 
whose heroic history is familiar to every German.... Hitler opposed none of the Polish economic efforts 
in Danzig, but he was determined never to permit the establishment of a Polish regime there. The 
creation of an autonomous Free City after 1918 was a serious and constant threat to peace. The people 
of Danzig had demonstrated their unshakable loyalty to National Socialism and its principles, and had 
elected a National Socialist parliament even before that was the case in the Reich. The renunciation of 
Danzig would have been tantamount to a disparagement of this proof of sentiment.... The situation of 
the German minorities in Poland was different. The ethnic Germans in Poland had professed to be loyal 
citizens of the Polish state, although they had never been treated as equals in Poland.... The Poles, 
however, sought to constantly expand their rights of control in Danzig. To stand idly by here, however, 
was a matter of German prestige which no German in the Reich would have accepted, not evenHitler." 
Historian A. J. P. Taylor reports in "The Origins of the Second World War" on page 248: "The Sudeten 
Nazis, as well as those of the Austrians before, increased the tension without Hitler's guidance. In 
Danzig the tension was already complete; and Hitler, if he did anything at all, restrained the local Nazis. 
"The name Nazi, by the way, is a typically Jewish invention intended to devalue the term National 
Socialist. Hitler's effort to help the hard-pressed ethnic Germans in a peaceful way was also underscored 
by the fact that Hitler concluded a bilateral minority protection treaty with Poland in 1937. Again, this 
was an attempt at détente introduced by Germany. This agreement, as before, was also disregarded and 
continuously violated by the Poles, as Colonel Beck openly admitted. (BFP Doc. 312) 308 The 
Attempted Peaceful Solution of the Polish Question In spite of this aggressive Polish behavior, it is 
already historically certain that there was no plan of attack operations against Poland until the spring of 
1939. On the other hand, the Poles did not have any defense plans, but they did have operational attack 
plans against both Russia and Germany. As early as 1931, then Reich Chancellor Professor Heinrich 
Briining received reliable information from a foreign power, through General von Schleicher, about a 
Polish mobilization plan that was drawn up in such a way "that the definite intention to take all of 
Silesia by a coup d'état when the opportunity arose was beyond question." After the war, the former 
Reich Chancellor Dr. Wirth, now a Communist politician, made the following statements at the Krupp 
trial, which can be read in the documents: "All German governments between 1918-1933 and the 
German army command were animated by concern for the existence of the Reich, which they saw 
threatened in domestic and foreign policy terms. Already in the first years after the World War, Poland 
had repeatedly attempted to secede parts of the Reich's territory by force. The fear of further attacks was 
not unfounded. At the same time, the armament of our Reichswehr was pitiful... Reich Chancellor Dr. 
Briining and Reich Minister of Defense Gréner therefore decided to evacuate Silesia in the event of an 


attack by the Poles. In view of this fact, anyone who still claims that we had intentions to attack is to be 
pitied. We remained calm and composed in the face of all provocations by the Poles. Because of the 
lamentable situation on Germany's eastern borders, it was natural to keep a lookout for ways to improve 
the situation in terms of defense policy. As southern Germans and Catholic democrats, we were far from 
hating the Poles. But it was my friends and I who had the most bitter experiences with Poland." 
Germany under Adolf Hitler was confronted with the same situation and had to make the same 
experience. The only difference was that Hitler had managed to unite the German people, to solve the 
Austrian and Czech questions, and now, out of a feeling of equality, to offer offers and treaties to solve 
the border disputes. This was less possible in view of the Weimar Republic's state of weakness. 
Moreover, Hitler possessed better nerves than any of his predecessors. In addition, since January 1, 1939, 
Poland had every reason to be indebted to Germany for the fact that it had also received an increase in 
land when Czecho-Slovakia 

was dissolved. 309 But exactly the opposite was the case. After the annexation of the Teschen region, 
the same policy of oppression against the 5,000 Germans who had been taken over immediately began. 
They came from the frying pan into the fire. Ruthless coercive measures such as dismissals from work, 
arrests, bans on their native language, and the abolition of freedom of the press and of assembly began 
both against the Czechs who had been taken over and against the resident Germans. In order to assess 
the situation correctly, one must know that in the last state elections in 1935, the Poles had received 
only 10% of the votes in Oderberg and 20% in Teschen, while the Germans had a share of 46.8% and 
40% respectively. Despite this, or perhaps because of it, the well-known coercive measures were started, 
which led to a wave of German refugees already in the first month of Polish rule. Again, Hitler, aware 
of these things and in the interest of a settlement with Poland, instructed the German press to remain 
silent. But how did Hitler intend to bring the conflict situation, which was becoming more and more 
acute despite the treaty on the protection of minorities and the peace and friendship pact, to a mutually 
satisfactory solution that could have the hoped-for success? As soon as he came to power, the first 
solution he had in mind was to connect cut-off East Prussia with an extraterritorial highway. Since May 
1935, this idea of a transport solution to this conflict has been documented in Doc. 86 in the 5th volume 
of Doc. on German Foreign Policity 1918-1945. Officially, both the German and Polish governments 
had reached an agreement to discuss this question in due course. After the Polish acquisition of the 
territory of Teschen at the beginning of October 1938, the time seemed favorable to enter into the 
negotiations that had long been known about the subject, especially since, as mentioned earlier, the 
Danzig High Commissioner Carl J. Burckhard, after a conversation with the Polish Foreign Minister 
Beck, let it be known that it would be advantageous for both governments to settle existing 
disagreements on the Danzig question without pressure and threats. On the other hand, on September 
20, 1938, the Polish ambassador in Berlin appeared at the Foreign Office to propose to Hitler a 
settlement of the Danzig question. In addition, Poland had accepted a German credit agreement in the 
amount of 120 million zloty. Further, Poland had asked for Germany's benevolent neutrality in the 
event of a Soviet attack on its country (ADAP Vol. V. Doc. 54 and Vol. IV Doc. 83). What had 
happened? The Soviet Union as well as England and France had been angered by the Polish attitude 
during the 310 Sudeten crisis, and also later by the acquisition of Teschen. This, too, had happened 
without Hitler's intervention. Moreover, they knew about Poland's always bad relations with Czecho- 
Slovakia. After the cession of the Sudetenland, Poland, in contrast to Hitler, took the view that this state 
was only a "caricature and a provisional arrangement". It demanded a common Polish-Hungarian 
border, which was not possible without the acquisition of important Czech and Slovak territories with 
the industrial districts belonging to them. Poland even threatened to do so "by force if necessary". As a 
result of this behavior, Soviet Russia deployed several armies on the Polish border and, on September 23, 


1938, sent Poland a threatening note of denunciation of the Polish-Soviet non-aggression pact. Here the 
Western world should have listened, if it had only a spark of European responsibility, which it does not 
possess even today in sufficient measure. However, the removal of the German European bulwark 
seemed more important to them in their stupid short-sightedness. At that time, Poland's traditionally 
good relations with France and England had cooled down considerably, and with Russia they were 
extremely bad. At that time Hitler assumed that the relations between Germany and France as well as 
England were good or normal after Munich and the declarations of friendship initialed there. He did not 
yet suspect that already eight days after Munich Chamberlain was under massive pressure from the 
warmongers Churchill, Lord Halifax, Vansittart and others. In addition, Mr. Churchill was Baruch's 
agent in New York, who also maintained the closest relations with Roosevelt. Before Churchill wished 
to speak to Roosevelt, his way always led first to Baruch. Above all, he also did not know that 
Roosevelt, after Munich, was determined to declare war on Germany at the appropriate time by 
exerting corresponding pressure 

on England, France and Poland with the aim of a coalition including Russia and thus the deliberate 
destruction of Germany. When will the world finally wake up to this? When will Europe finally 
understand that this is the cause of its present desolate condition? But never Adolf Hitler, who, with all 
the strength at his disposal, opposed such a disastrous and criminal policy with European responsibility. 
This constellation explains England's efforts to get Poland back on its heels. This began with a visit by 
Duff Cooper, First Lord of the British Admiralty, to the Hela Peninsula, where he met with the Polish 
311 Foreign Minister Beck. Beck had on this occasion, in August 1938, given intimations that he 
"desired closer relations with England," and at the same time asked to receive from London certain 
intimations that England intended to assist Poland on the Danzig question. After Duff Cooper's return, 
Lord Halifax verbally informed the Poles that they would "support them as much as possible on the 
Danzig question and against Germany." England was obviously concerned at this point that an 
understanding could be reached between Poland and Germany. Similarly, Halifax had let it slip to the 
Poles that England would work to get Poland a seat on the League of Nations Council. This meant, in 
effect, the recognition of a great power position. This is a remarkable occurrence. For Halifax gave this 
assurance even though the anger over the Polish invasion of Teschen was still very fresh and he had 
always called the Danzig status an "absurdity." Bismarck once said: "The policy of the English is neither 
decent, nor respectable, nor reliable; its most outstanding characteristic is hypocrisy" The policy of 
"perfidious England" was always duplicitous. It was designed only to get one step closer to its own goal, 
namely the annihilation of Germany. On the one hand, the Poles were encouraged to remain tough, 
which could only mean rejecting even Hitler's reasonable proposals for détente. On the other hand, 
Hitler was constantly encouraged to solve his problems stemming from Versailles. Already under 
Antony Eden, the predecessor of Lord Halifax, this happened when Hitler was informed on 4. 5.1937 by 
British diplomats that "Great Britain had no primary interests in Eastern Europe" and gave to 
understand that they also did not exclude an "Austrian solution" (J. R. M. Buder "Lord Lothian" p. 
341/42). On November 19, 1937, Lord Halifax informed Hitler through another diplomat: "In 
England, one is of the opinion that the misunderstandings that exist at present can certainly be cleared 
up. They fully recognized the services which the Fihrer had rendered to the reconstruction of Germany. 
In spite of certain difficulties, he (Lord Halifax) and other members of the British Government would 
be imbued with the conviction that the Fuehrer had not only achieved great things in Germany itself, 
but that by destroying Communism in his own country he had also blocked its way into Western 
Europe. Halifax emphasized that in England everyone respected Germany as a great and sovereign 
nation and that negotiations with her should be conducted only on that basis. The English, he said, were 
a people of realities, and 312 were perhaps more convinced than others that the errors of the Versailles 


Dictate must be set right.... On the English side, they did not believe that the "status quo" had to be 
maintained at all costs.... He must emphasize again in the name of the English Government that no 
possibility of changing the existing state of affairs should be excluded, but that changes should be made 
only on the basis of a reasonable settlement." (ADAP Vol. I, No. 31) As the documents just cited prove, 
this information and encouragement preceded Hitler's actions. But even more clearly this English policy 
of duplicity or balancing of forces is expressed by P. H. Nicoll in . "England's War Against Germany." 
On page 57 it says: "It was known to Chamberlain at the Munich Conference that his Foreign Minister 
Halifax and Duff Cooper, the Parliamentary First Lord of the Admiralty, both encouraged Poland to 
adopt a defiant attitude toward Germany in Danzig in the summer of 1938, although Halifax had 
convinced the German leadership during his visit to Germany in 1937 that Britain would1 regard the 
return of Danzig to the Reich as just and equitable. The British Prime Minister knew perfectly well that 
this duplicitous policy, pursued by his own ministers, would very quickly lead Europe to a new war, but 
he did not have the courage to discuss this situation with Hitler This means nothing other than that both 
Chamberlain and Halifax deceived the leader of the Reich, Adolf Hitler, deliberately let him run into an 
open knife or step on a laid mine because they wanted war. How easy it would have been to prevent a 
war with all its horrible consequences at that time, if one had played with open cards, taking into 
account Hitler's statesmanlike wise and moderate demands, or in other words, if one had really not 
wanted this war. But who are the culprits in such an obvious game of deceit? In no case it was Hitler 
who, with his policy of equalization, was working with all his might for a peaceful solution of the 
tensions and who, 

in his enormous work of reconstruction, could least of all have used a war. In October 1938 it became 
increasingly clear to Hitler that England no longer stood by the peace and friendship treaty signed in 
Munich. For on 10.10.1938 Great Britain decided to raise 16 divisions, and three days later announced 
general conscription, a serious event for England. On October 14/15, Hitler was able to learn from the 
press that Roosevelt had also ordered an extensive rearmament program for the navy and air force, as 
well as the delivery of 400 military aircraft to England. Roosevelt thus intervened massively in European 
affairs, without regard to the peaceful willingness to negotiate shown by Hitler. With strong pressure on 
England and an economic and propaganda war running parallel to it, he sought to stop any change, 
however slight, in Germany's favor. This is also proved by a document of the German White Paper No. 
3 - Polish Document on the Prehistory of the War Doc. 4. In a conversation with the Polish 
Ambassador in Washington, Potocki, the American Ambassador in Paris, Bullitt, stated that Roosevelt 
was of the opinion: "that only strength, and that at the end of a war, could put an end to the insane 
expansion of Germany in the future. In answer to my question as to how he envisaged this war, he 
replied that above all the United States, France and England would arm themselves enormously in order 
to be able to stand up to German power'. Only then, when the moment was ripe, would it be possible to 
reach for the final decision." Here Roosevelt is already talking about the end of a war and thus takes just 
wanted war for granted, instead of striving for a reduction of tensions, as he cynically pretended to do in 
his telegram to Hitler. In reality, this telegram was only a farce intended to psychologically inflame the 
mood for war. At the beginning of the German-Polish negotiations, Hitler was not yet aware of 
Roosevelt's warmongering measures, but he was aware of the cooling of German-English relations. This 
was all the more reason for him to happily take up the Poles' demonstrated willingness to negotiate. In 
order not to break any porcelain, Hitler proceeded very carefully and cautiously. Evidence shows that 
the initiatives for these negotiations came from the Polish Ambassador Lipski and the State Secretary 
Weizsicker, the Resistance leader. Lipski, on behalf of the Polish government, had submitted a request 
to the German State Secretary Woer-mann that the Reich government support the transfer of 
Carpatho-Ukraine, which was part of the territory of Czecho-Slovakia, to Hungary. Herr von 


Weizsicker found this proposal so remarkable that he recommended Hitler to "seriously consider" 
whether one should not "begin a major conversation with Poland on this occasion and demand 
compensation from Poland," thinking of Danzig and Memel. (ADAP Vol. V. Doc. 54 and Vol. IV Doc. 
83) Hitler deliberately continued to remain in the background when, at Weizsicker's suggestion, he 
instructed Herr von Ribbentrop to begin negotiations with 314 Poland. The proposals for negotiations 
were presented orally, and thus the cautious diplomatic form of negotiation was deliberately chosen in 
order to keep open to both sides the possibility of withdrawal "without loss of prestige." It was essential 
that these were proposals and by no means demands of the Reich government. It was deliberately 
intended to exclude any slight or humiliation and, above all, not to injure the "honor" of Poland, which 
was so often emphasized. Therefore, no pressure was exerted or any deadlines set. The aim of possible 
agreements was to strengthen the German-Polish friendship and peace pact and to serve the common 
defense against Bolshevism. The following basis for negotiations was submitted to the Poles, see also 
Hitler's speech: 

"Danzig returns to the framework of the German Reich as a Free State. Germany receives an 
extraterritorial road and a railroad line through West Prussia. In return, Hitler agreed: 1. to recognize 
the existing borders between Poland and Germany as final, 2. to secure Poland's economic rights in 
Danzig, including a free port, 3. to conclude a 25-year non-aggression pact with Poland, 4. to guarantee 
Slovakia together with Poland and Hungary, whereby the Reich would relinquish its supremacy in this 
area. 5. to support Poland militarily in the event of a Soviet attack. In my opinion, a more generous and 
"statesmanlike" wise solution, as well as a proposal more acceptable for German interests and historical 
rights, could really not have been made. If even one chancellor of the Weimar Republic had made such 
a proposal with the abandonment of the entire German territory ceded by the Poles, he would have 
been stoned and chased away. Only such a convincing and successful man as Hitler could pronounce 
such a renunciation of German vital rights. All proposals, with the exception of the reintegration of the 
purely German city of Danzig, which did not even belong to Poland but was under the control of the 
League of Nations, demanded absolutely nothing from Poland and were exclusively at the expense of 
Germany. To this was added the promise of an alliance offer against the Soviet Union and the 
renunciation of German supremacy in Slovakia. Only ‘madmen could not take up such an offer. 315 I 
doubt whether any Frenchman or even Englishman would ever have voluntarily renounced even a small 
piece of their own land, which had belonged to them for centuries. Hitler did it in the interest of 
peacekeeping and yet was heretized as a warmonger and world conqueror. History cannot judge more 
cruelly! It must be remembered here that at the time, under point 13 of his program, Wilson had called 
for the establishment of an independent Polish state, which would be given free access to the sea. Similar 
to the foundation of Czechoslovakia, the use of the Elbe and a free port in Hamburg had been thought 
of! Wilson understood in this case by access to the sea the unhindered use of the Vistula with a free port 
in Danzig, but never the establishment of a corridor separating East Prussia from the Reich and thus 
creating a state of affairs that would be unsustainable in the long run. No responsible Allied politician 
had thought at that time that Poland would take advantage of the Reich's impotence to seize by force 
the corridor areas inhabited by Germans. Therefore, if Hitler simply gave up these territories, acquired 
by force and illegally by the Poles, in the interest of peace, he surprised not only the Poles but also every 
reasonable politician in the world, as can be read from hundreds of documents. This proposal of Hitler's 
went far beyond what even the victors had wanted in Versailles. The American historian D. Hoggan 
must also admit this when he writes in "Forced War" on page 342/43: "The Poles, however, preferred 
the unrealistic point of view that a German offer to guarantee their 1919 borders meant no concession 
for them. In reality, Ribbentrop and Hitler had proposed a settlement in October 1938 that was much 
less favorable to Germany than point 13 of the Wilson program. This settlement was not aimed at 


restoring Germany to the position she would have retained if the Armistice Treaty had not been 
violated by the Allied powers. It was evident from the population figures that a referendum could never 
have been held in favor of Poland. For this reason they were refused and the protests of the defeated 
Germans were contemptuously brushed aside." And it goes on to say with regard to the exterritorial 
thoroughfare requested by Hitler: "According to the principles of international law in question, this 
exterritorial enterprise constitutes a mere service rather than an actual transfer of sovereignty. The 
Germans would thus merely have received a special right within an area 316 under Polish sovereignty." 
It then goes on to say a few lines further. "Hitler's offer of October 1938 was the most reasonable Poland 
had received from Germany since 1918. Had the Polish leaders attached even the slightest importance to 
a policy of cooperation with Germany, they would have recognized in the German concessions a 
reasonable basis for an agreement. In the more than five months preceding the final rejection of Hitler's 
offer, the Germans did not extort major concessions from the Poles. Rather, it was the impatience of the 
Polish leadership rather than Hitler's that brought about the breakdown of negotiations in March 1939." 
On page 354/55 it then goes on to say, "The British hoped that Poland and Germany would not 
succeed in settling their differences, and so they were eager to learn what the significance of this visit 
might be." It would have been better in the interest of peace if Beck had been just as frank with Hitler 
about Danzig during this period. Hitler would then have known where he stood before facing a Polish 
mobilization and a British policy of encirclement." When today the opinion makers always speak of 
Hitler's immoderate demands and his warmongering, the historical facts prove just the opposite. The 
very fact that for a long time the Poles did not object to these proposals, either in form or in content, 
speaks for itself. As we know today, this has nothing to do with the fact that the Poles were secretly not 
thinking of "handing over even crumbs of the spoils of war". Nobody asked them to hand over anything 
at all. This incomprehensible attitude of the Poles can only be explained by the fact that they were not 
satisfied with the territories granted in Versailles or illegally appropriated, but were in fact obsessed with 
the "Great Polish Dream" and thus with further conquests, as can be seen today from countless 
documents and declarations. It is an irony of fate, but also a tragedy of world history, that the originator 
of these tensions, after a total defeat after only 18 days of fighting, 

is today standing on the Oder with Szczecin locked in, and with it communism. And in view of this 
situation, the German chancellor Schmidt declares in Budapest, according to the "Welt vom Sonntag", 
November 4, 1979, "that the Prussians were not Germans, but spoke a language similar to Lithuanian". 
"This is so hair-raising", writes a reader, "that one would have to put him back in elementary school", 
and another inquires whether Schmidt 317 is a Dutchman, because his Hamburg Platt has similarities 
with the Dutch language. The mad dream, as far as Poland's western border is concerned, has come true, 
albeit unfree as a satellite of Moscow with the loss of its eastern territories. And to the west of Poland, as 
another satellite of Moscow, stands the other third of Germany. The real and exclusive beneficiary of 
this Polish chauvinism, which together with America, England and France rejected Hitler's offered hand 
of peace, is clearly and more strongly than ever the Soviet Union. It stands today, as a result of the 
unreasonableness of the West, with its pact states in bondage to it, in the heart of Europe, and has thus 
also given due answer to the stupid reactionary English "balance of power" policy and made it absurd. 
Perhaps tomorrow it will be "The British to the front!" This very result, which only Hitler foresaw in 
the event of a lost war, should force all survivors to reflect. The question should be asked: Was this war, 
an unnecessary and forced one, worthwhile for the Americans, the British and the French in view of the 
Nato that is necessary today, which involves much commitment and immense costs? Shouldn't 
Germany's moderate wishes have been respected and supported? Wouldn't it have been better to come 
to a peaceful settlement with Poland, which Hitler wanted, instead of handing over half of Europe to 
communism in the end with the disastrous deliberate war policy? Today I cannot help suspecting that 


those with insight have long since understood this. It is cheap and dangerous to want to blame the result 
of a war policy for which Hitler and thus Germany are to blame. I think that those responsible and their 
successors only want to distract from their miscalculation and their mistakes, because they lack the 
courage to admit this openly. It is too easy to blame Germany, especially since the threat to Europe 
today is even greater than it was then. The system of re-education after 1945 has turned the Germans 
into a neuroticized people. This mental state of the West German society thus made it incapable of 
recognizing itself and of establishing decisive defensive measures against the reevaluation of the order of 
life pursued by Red and Black. In the book "Die deutsche Neurose tiber die beschadigte Identitat der 
Deutschen" (The German Neurosis on the Damaged Identity of the Germans), published by the Carl- 
Friedrich von Siemens Foundation, eight scientists and a journalist analyze the mental illness of our 
people. They say: "The Germans of today, of whichever generation 

of whatever generation, live in a special, not nor 318 mal situation. This is determined by the epoch of 
the world wars and their interpretation The abnormality of the situation seems difficult to bear in order 
to suggest defense mechanisms. One is to keep the abnormal normal. Another is to banish certain events 
from memory. If such attempts fail, neurotic conflicts arise. A people is capable of action only when it is 
able to tell its history and to identify with it and through it. The Germans today cannot carry out this 
necessary process, or can do so only with great difficulty. Their identity is thus endangered." This 
endangerment of identity has condensed into a mental reflection of the neuroticized people. Professor 
Hepp says: "A people that celebrates its own defeat as victory and that, as the defeated, identifies itself 
with the victor, would undoubtedly be ripe for a peoples' madhouse, if such a thing existed." The 
German people have changed their ego by brainwashing. The victors and the German re-educators have 
used the latest findings of social psychology to systematically "recultivate" the people of the vanquished. 
The question arises whether the Germans are still themselves or a completely different people. 
Acknowledgement of and knowledge of history, however, are prerequisites for a future-oriented policy, 
if such a policy is to exist at all. But how is the German citizen supposed to orient himself, if history is 
manipulated for a specific purpose up to the present day and our responsible persons, who have defected 
mentally to the victors, are vigorously involved in it. Is it any wonder that Germans no longer identify 
with the mission of the Bundeswehr? As a result of the Second World War, God knows, one cannot 
claim that this time the victors took special pains to create a visible order. What we see today is, at best, 
an organized disorder that carries within it all the seeds of self-destruction. It is high time to recognize 
this and not to cloud the people's vision with narcotizing one-sided past-tense and make them sterile for 
political necessities. Today's situation looks far worse with regard to a European future than it did in 
1939. With the construction of a completely false view of history and thus the impossibility of drawing 
lessons from the past, I can hardly see a glimmer of hope on the distant horizon. What use is the 
freedom and prosperity we all believed in if no one is willing to fight for it and there is nothing left of it 
overnight. Only then Germany and Europe, which are not mentally prepared for it, will be hit all the 
more fatally. Today the word freedom is written in such a big way. One forgets only that freedom is 
always connected with sacrifices and obligations. The present pope was right when he said during his 
American pilgrimage: "Freedom is no excuse for moral anarchy". Now, as for the talks desired by 
Poland and likewise Hitler's extremely moderate proposals, these were held behind closed doors. It was 
characteristic of the situation at that time that this was followed with great suspicion on the part of the 
Western powers and caused fears that the Germans and Poles might come to an agreement. All that can 
be said about this is that if one fears an agreement and thus a resulting cooperation, this means nothing 
other than that such a possibility had to be prevented at all costs. This, in turn, clearly shows that one 
was not at all interested in a resolution of the conflict, but only in the continuation of the existing 
tension, which had to be further stirred up in order to inevitably bring about the desired catastrophe. It 


was like that and not otherwise and can be proved step by step. Not Hitler and therefore Germany were 
the war-mongers. From this side really everything was done to prevent a warlike confrontation in the 
interest of the needed peace. The warmongers and thus those responsible were, as we shall see further, 
Mr. Roosevelt with his advisors, now also Mr. Chamberlain with Mr. Halifax, Churchill and his men in 
the background, as well as the Polish Foreign Minister Beck in his great power frenzy. It is significant at 
this stage of development that the Polish Foreign Minister sought to allay the concern of Western 
diplomats that an agreement might be reached with an obvious hoax that "Poland was not negotiating 
about Danzig and the corridor." ("World History of the Present" in Documents Vol. I, pp. 324 and 405) 
The opposite of this false report is also proved by the "White Paper of the Polish Government," 1940, in 
Doc. No. 45, after the Polish Ambassador Lipski received the following guidelines for his negotiations 
from his Foreign Minister Beck on October 31, 1938: "In the opinion of the Polish Government, the 
eventual agreement, which intends to consolidate good neighborliness, should have as its objective: b) 
such a settlement of the Free City of Danzig as to prevent in the future the incessant difficulties of a 
technical and psychological nature, such as arise from the frictions which have arisen on the soil of 
Danzig. The question of the Free City of Danzig becomes acute, for in the present state of affairs, where 
the League of Nations reserves to itself quite extensive 320 prerogatives and offers no opportunities for 
carrying out its task in a manner beneficial to the Free City and to Polish concerns, the necessity of a 
free and open examination of this problem by the Polish and German Governments becomes apparent." 
Similarly, on November 21, the Polish Foreign Minister informed the League of Nations Commissioner 
that Poland was no longer interested in Polish representation of the Free City, but was pursuing only 
economic interests. (DBFP 1918-45, V/102) It was precisely this formulation that Hitler took as 
encouragement that on the part of the Poles the question of Carpatho-Ukraine and Danzig should be 
dealt with in the spirit of the talks conducted by Weizsicker and that Poland would be prepared to 
make concessions. On January 5, 1939, Beck appeared before Hitler on the Obersalzberg in 
Berchtesgaden for a discussion which, according to the results, was a stalemate, in which he appreciated 
the German proposals very much, but requested time for further consideration of all the problems 
raised. This meeting also strengthened Hitler's belief that Beck was sincerely interested in a solution to 
the conflicts between Germany and Poland. About 14 days later von Ribbentrop paid a return visit to 
the Polish Foreign Minister in Warsaw. On this occasion, the German Foreign Minister once again 
emphasized Hitler's genuine desire regarding a close union between the two nations. In addition, he 
offered a German-Polish defensive alliance within the framework of the Anti-Comintern Pact, as well 
as a guarantee of the existing borders. This means nothing else than a final renunciation of East Upper 
Silesia, West Prussia 

and Posen. He also offered once again a 25-year guarantee of non-aggression. These are facts and not to 
be eliminated with however much propagated current lies and slanders. It is time that the eternally lied 
to and re-educated German people, but especially the youth, take note of this and think about why they 
are lied to so much until today. Hitler as well as Ribbentrop did everything to keep the peace by making 
the greatest sacrifices. Hitler was never interested in war and in conquests imputed to him. None other 
than he needed peace in order to advance the internal reconstruction, which had only just begun, with 
all the many reform plans that would have made Germany's renewal the most progressive state in the 
world. But this was known, and therein lay the danger of the eternally outmoded, who could not cope 
with their problems in the same way as the new Germany. This will never be able to be denied and 
falsified by any slander, no matter how fabricated and malicious. 321 There are enough documents 
about these conversations in Warsaw to confirm Ribbentrop's efforts and, on the other hand, nothing to 
suggest any annoyance on the part of the Poles. On January 30, 1939, Beck still told the French 
Ambassador in Warsaw, Noel: "that he had been in complete agreement with his interlocutor 


Ribbentrop on the necessity and possibility of arranging the present and future difficulties between the 
two countries in the spirit of good neighborly relations which forms the basis of the 1934 Treaty 
("Yellow Book of the French Government No. 42"). French Foreign Minister Bonnet writes on page 
175 in his book "Before the Catastrophe": "Nothing about this speech (in Warsaw) by Ribbentrop was 
alarming. In Paris even some people calmed down in view of the cordiality of the words exchanged: 
Wasn't this an indication that Poland was preparing, to our (French) detriment, to strengthen its ties 
with Germany?" Note the words "to our detriment." Here again one can see how little the French also 
cared about a German-Polish settlement and how everything was already designed to evoke a war 
situation. It was not we Germans under Adolf Hitler who found ourselves in the narrow-minded 
nation-state thinking of the Western democracies of the 19th century. 

Hitler was a century ahead of the narrow-mindedness of those democracies and saw political 
developments and dangers more broadly. At that time, we were not yet facing the looming nuclear age 
and were concerned about a spatial order that granted the chance of survival even in a nuclear age, 
which is no longer the case today. However, this is never at the expense of Hitler, but of our short- 
sighted western democracies with their world of thought of the past century. The fact that Germany 
today has also fallen back into this way of thinking only makes the future all the more gloomy. The very 
fact that tomorrow Germany will have sunk to a nation of 40 million people is an indictment of its 
government for all the future and an indication that we are prepared to vacate the rest of our soil 
without a fight. Unless, in friendly France, a new spirit and a new way of life arises, which will 
foreshadow something of the spirit of a Napoleon. No one would be happier about this than I, who 
claim to be a convinced European as a German. Although there was no visible progress in the German- 
Polish negotiations, Hitler, in his speech to the Reichstag on January 30, 1939, which I recommend the 
reader to read, used words of encouragement and conciliation for Poland. In addition, he once again 
instructed 322 the Foreign Office and the Danzig Senate not to be impressed by the ongoing Polish press 
agitation, but to exercise the greatest restraint and avoid any provocation. On March 25, Hitler had even 
considered creating a "fait accom-pli" for Danzig, i.e., to occupy Danzig in order to make it easier for 
the Polish government if a voluntary cession of Danzig would have been too difficult to represent to the 
Polish population. In this way, he wanted to accommodate the Polish government. However, this 
possibility was only envisaged if the Polish government had made any "indication" in this direction. The 
highest goal of German policy was still the desired cooperation with Poland. Danzig served only as a 
security for this. Up to this point, everything was still open. The question of Czechoslovakia had been 
resolved peacefully as a result of the Slovakian uprising against the Czechs through Hitler's intervention, 
which he was expressly called upon to do by both sides. From a purely factual and objective point of 
view, there was every prospect of reaching a reasonable settlement with Poland in the interest of a 
lasting peace. The hope for a long-lasting peace was thus certainly given for Europe. For Hitler had 
actually achieved his promises and demands, which he had announced before the German people and 
the world public, namely to eliminate the essential injustices of the Treaty of Versailles, without war. 
He had demonstrated greatness and modesty as a statesman by at the same time renouncing large tracts 
of primeval German land in the interest of preserving peace. He had demonstrably done this to a far 
greater extent than any other German politician would ever have dared to do. This is a historical fact 
that not even his fiercest opponents are able to deny. Let only one example suffice to prove this. If today 
our politicians are overflowing with celebrating and honoring the treacherous German resistance, which 
I refuse to do, then let them only be reminded of the view of their top resistance leader Gérdeler, who 
should have virtually conjured up a war. In K. Zentner's "Illustrated History of World War 2" it says on 
page 60: "How restrained and justified these German demands, namely return of Danzig and 
extraterritorial transport connections to East Prussia, are, is best shown by a comparison with the 


demands made by the German opposition around Gérdeler later in the war, at 323 a time when the 
fortunes of war had long since turned away from Germany; Gérdeler demanded the restoration of the 
Reich border of 1914." The British and French Guarantee for Poland In March 1939, the decisive 
turning point came when the course was set for war by the British and Americans with France and 
Poland in their wake, clearly not by Hitler or Germany. Six provocative measures on the part of Great 
Britain, with the help of American pressure in the background exerted by Roosevelt, and the 
megalomaniacal Poles were decisive for the will for war and thus its inevitable triggering: 1. the Anglo- 
French guarantee treaty to Poland, which was now given in writing and which was by no means 
requested by the Poles. 2. the total rejection, thus caused, of any possibility of negotiation and settlement 
of the enriched inflammables between Germany and Poland. 3. the unjustified Polish mobilization of the 
armed forces on the German borders, based on false rumors spread by the West. 4. the persecutions and 
inhuman treatment of the German minorities in Poland, up to murder and manslaughter. 5. the 
provocative coercive measures taken by the Poles in Danzig in violation of international law. 6. the 
policy of encirclement pursued by the Americans, the British, the French and the Poles, culminating in 
the negotiations with the Soviets in Moscow during these decisive days. To this must be added the one- 
sided and all-sided campaign of agitation and slander in the radio and press, directed and controlled 
worldwide, in which again the circles around Roosevelt played a leading role. As to the history of this 
British promise of a guarantee, it is important to know that the warmonger Lord Halifax originally 
intended to include the Poles and the Romanians against Germany in his military alliance planned with 
the Soviet Union. Both the Poles and the Romanians, who also had the best relations with Germany, 
were sharply opposed. The world-spanning Great Britain under the foreign policy leadership of Lord 
Halifax had to bow to the clear Njet (no) of the presumptuous Polish Foreign Minister Beck. 324 This 
put a decisive damper on the war construction he had hastily put together. On the other hand, Bonnet 
made trouble, finding an "Anglo-French-Polish war against Hitler not to his liking," especially since 
Franco-Polish relations were considered decidedly bad at the moment. France wanted the inclusion of 
the Soviet Union in this alliance, not offensively like Halifax, but defensively. For this reason, the visit 
of French President Albert Lebrun with his Foreign Minister Bonnet to London on March 22, 1939, had 
not been entirely satisfactory. The Poles were also suspicious. The Polish ambassador in Paris, 
Lukasiewicz, confided to the American ambassador Bullitt as late as March 24 "that he did not trust the 
British and emphasized that the cynical English leaders were quite capable of putting Poland in an 
untenable position" and then abandoning her. This was truly a remarkable prognosis, and one that 
would later play out. Halifax was now under time pressure if he did not want his war policy to fail. He 
had to bow to Beck's demands. Thus Halifax cabled his Ambassador Kennard in Warsaw on March 27 
that "the Poles had won on the question of the Russians." He went on to say that "for reasons which I 
appreciate, they have refused to cooperate with the Soviet Union". He also let it be known that later 
there would still be the possibility of approaching the Soviet Union with a new offer of alliance. The 
first blackmail of England by the Poles was perfect. Poland was given precedence over Russia. Hoggan 
writes on page 450 in "The Forced War": "Halifax had made an epoch-making decision. Now 
impatience drove him to make his new course openly known. He did not want, for reasons stated above, 
to wait until Beck's reply in London on April 3, 1939, to announce publicly that England had made a 
commitment 

to Poland. On March 30 he cabled Kennard that on the following day a guarantee to Poland would be 
announced in the British House of Commons. This guarantee would be binding even without a firm 
commitment from the Polish side. In doing so, he tried to blame President Roosevelt for his 
extraordinary impatience. Somewhat ironically, he announced that the American Embassy had 
bombarded him with allegations that Ribbentrop was urging Hitler to invade Poland before the British 


had committed themselves in any way. This was an all too transparent pretext for declaring a foolhardy 
policy to be reasonable. It was true that Bullitt in Paris advocated immediate action by the British; 
American diplomats in Berlin, on the other hand, hoped (these had also gloated over Hitler's reply to 
325 Roosevelt) Britain would proceed cautiously and with restraint. The American chargé d'affaires, 
Geist, indicated from Berlin that Great Britain would be wise not to place any obstacles in the way of 
German expansion to the East. No one could have regretted more clearly a hasty guarantee to Poland. 
Carefully Halifax avoided the impression that he believed the story of Ribbentrop's alleged intentions of 
aggression. In contrast, he repeated the argument that President Roosevelt and the United States would 
declare hostility against Britain if she did not wage war against Germany. The constant repetition of this 
theme by Bullitt undoubtedly served Halifax well. In this way he was able to shift responsibility for his 
actions to the United States.... Halifax's decision to grant an advance guarantee dashed Hitler's hopes that 
Beck's personal negotiations with Halifax would end in disagreement. When Beck arrived in London 
(April 3),' there was indeed friction between the two men. Their negotiation might have ended in 
failure but for the precautionary guarantee." On March 31, Chamberlain read the guarantee in the 
British House of Commons: "In order to make His Majesty's Government's position perfectly clear for 
the period until the consultations (with other governments) are concluded, I have now to inform the 
House that if during this period Polish independence should be clearly endangered by any action, and 
the Polish Government should consider it vital to resist with its national forces, His Majesty's 
Government would at once consider itself bound to give all the assistance in its power to the Polish 
Government. It has therefore given the Polish Government an assurance to that effect." For this reckless 
and so far in English history without process given "blank check", as the Belgian envoy in Berlin, 
Vicomte Jacges Davignon, spontaneously and appalled expressed himself, any standard is missing in the 
evaluation. One does such a thing only if one wants to provoke war under all circumstances. 
Chamberlain himself said in Parliament on April 3, 1939: "The fact that we have deviated so far from 
our traditional convictions in this mutual assistance pact, as I announced on Friday in the name of His 
Majesty's Government, represents a special historical case in British politics. I think I may say the 
decision to do so, and what it may produce, will receive a chapter of its own when future history books 
are written." Mr. Chamberlain can be sure that history will hold him and his men responsible for the 
breakup of Europe. As a preliminary, England has already lost its 326 Empire. The English should thank 
their responsible statesmen for that! So Chamberlain was well aware of the importance and the danger 
of this uncontrollable guarantee declaration. He must be ready to bear with it also before the history for 
the consequences of such an irresponsible happening, as the course of the development then resulted. 
Duff Cooper, who had been preparing all these talks with the Poles since August, wrote correctly at the 
time: "The fate of the British Empire and for the responsibility for peace and war is hereby entrusted to 
a handful of unknown personalities in Poland." If today so much fuss is always made about the so- 
called "harmless Kristallnacht" on November 9, 1938, after the murder of a German legation secretary 
in Paris by a Jew, it should also be remembered in this context that the consequence of this British 
guarantee immediately triggered a multiple of Kristallnacht in Poland. In almost every town and village 
in Poland the mob would run riot. Processions were organized spontaneously and directed " On to 
KGnigsberg", "On to Berlin", On to Danzig", " Throw the Germans out" were the slogans. German 
schools were closed and for days windows and panes of the German population and German associations 
were smashed. But nobody talks about it today, least of all the Poles, who only cry for reparations, 
although they unjustly stole further German land and bloodthirstily expelled the population of the 
Germans. As thanks for it one sees today servile genuflections and pilgrimages to Auschwitz, the 
Canossaort prepared only after the war especially for it! The Germans should think once! The English 
promise of guarantee, published on March 31, is a unique event in the history of diplomacy, both in its 


content and in its consequences. This guarantee meant for Poland such a far-reaching power to act that, 
"ignoring the question of the aggressor", it transferred the whole of England and its hitherto powerful 
Empire to a few megalomaniac and biased Polish politicians and military men the power to decide on 
war or peace. This blank power was directed unilaterally against Germany. The Soviet Union was 
explicitly excluded, although every informed person knew that Poland always feared imminent dangers 
coming from there. This guarantee did not apply to the German-Polish border, but to the territories of 
West Prussia and East Upper Silesia, which had been stolen from Germany in 1918, and to the special 
position of Danzig, which was unacceptable to Germany. Apart from the fact that this guarantee was 
neither discussed with Poland nor announced beforehand, it was never demanded by Poland. Therefore, 
the Poles were the most astonished about such a spontaneous guarantee of a world empire endowed 
with such powers. This guarantee was given without hesitation to a country that had just announced an 
unjustified and thus provocative partial mobilization, a country that had propagated and carried out 
expansions since its existence and, moreover, was ruled not democratically but dictatorially. Apart from 
that, this country could not be protected by England at all, as it would soon become clear to the 
disappointment of the Poles. Moreover, the Poles and the Germans were still negotiating an acceptable 
solution to the generous offer made after Hitler's public announcement. According to the 
announcements and the actual circumstances, there was not the slightest danger of war. Moreover, 
England knew of the licentiousness of the Polish public regarding the treatment of the German 
minorities and of the uncontrollable war cries of the inflamed Polish masses. The suppression of the 
many minorities had been a constant concern of the League of Nations and thus also of England, 
without Poland being willing to stop these breaches of law. Moreover, Poland was new territory for 
England and had never had good relations with it until then. It was also considered by the English to be 
big-talking and unreliable, as it had recently demonstrated in English eyes during the Czech crisis. Even 
the resistance leader v. Weizsicker writes in his memoirs on page 222 about this English blank check: 
"In a normal alliance treaty, partners promise each other military aid in case of an unprovoked attack by 
a third party. Whether this case exists is, of course, decided by the partner who is to provide assistance. 
Here, everything was reversed. Warsaw had it in her power to drag the British Empire into the war." 
The British guarantee went far beyond this and spoke not of an "unprovoked" but of a "provoked" 
attack. The cynic Churchill wrote in World War II in "The Storm is Rising," pp. 421/423: "One 
searches history in vain for parallels to this sudden and complete change of direction of a policy which 
for 5 or 6 years had sought comfortable, conciliatory pacification and then almost overnight developed a 
readiness to take upon itself an obviously imminent war of the greatest magnitude and under the very 
worst circumstances. The Polish guarantee was a landmark to doom. "The same man in his 
contradiction declared in the House of Commons on 4/3/1939, "Once this new policy has been begun, 
there can be no turning back.... To stop here with 328 a guarantee to Poland would be to stop in no 
man's land, unprotected under the fire of both trench lines.... We must now move forward until an 
agreement is reached. Having begun to create an alliance against aggression, we cannot let it fail. We 
will be in mortal danger.... It has become a matter of life and death." Here we find again the aggression 
proven by nothing, and attributed to us Germans, which after all the events does not correspond to the 
historical truth. This is exactly how Halifax behaved on the same day shortly before Beck's arrival in 
London, whom he wanted to "work" accordingly. In the House of Lords he declared that there was no 
"official" confirmation of the rumors about any projected attack (by Germany) and that this should 
therefore not be assumed to be true. To the press, however, as well as to the Romanians and to Mr. 
Beck, he fraudulently informs," that it is only in view of the information in its possession, which seems 
to indicate the possibility of an imminent move (Germany) against Poland, that the British Government 
has been induced to take this preliminary step in regard to Poland." These are the shabby methods of a 


much-vaunted British policy. These are the same methods by which a whole world empire was created 
and yet, perhaps because of such methods, perished. 

Poland, through Ambassador Raczynski, had let Halifax know on March 24, 1939, that she would be 
interested in an English-Polish alliance if the Soviet Union were not included in that alliance system. 
The answer was the English guarantee in advance without a negotiated treaty of alliance. Even during 
the Beck visit to London, no treaty was concluded because the Polish foreign minister asked for a 
cooling-off period, since Halifax demanded Poland's agreement to go to war even if - get this - 
Germany, Holland, Belgium, Switzerland, or Denmark were not involved. 

Holland, Belgium, Switzerland, or Denmark. Beck' left London merely with the promise of the far- 
reaching British guarantee, but without an alliance treaty, as Halifax would have liked. By accepting 
this guarantee, however, Beck had thrown down the gauntlet to Hitler. He had thus clearly expressed 
his preference for a wartime alliance with England over a peaceful understanding with Germany. In 
order to understand this from the Polish point of view, one has to know about the irrational idea of the 
"leading elite (!)" gathered around Beck at that time. The American historian already mentioned above 
reports in the same book on page 451/52: "Waclaw Jedrzejewicz, an ardent supporter of Beck and 
brother of the former Polish 329 Prime Minister, endeavored to give the Polish decision as high a moral 
standard as possible. He stated: "When we made our choice between entering the German sphere and 
remaining loyally in the group of the West, Poland was certainly not driven by cold calculation, but 
rather by the historical tradition (!) of many centuries and the feeling of close spiritual kinship (!) with 
the West'. The result of Poland's choice, however, was that it was certainly placed in the eastern world 
of the Soviet Union. Jedrzejewicz further states, "The time has passed for peninsular Europe to stem a 
flood from the Eurasian continent.' According to this theory, a balance of power on the European 
continent cannot be established by allowing either Germany or Russia to control the gateway between 
the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea. Domination of these areas leads not only to temptation but eventually 
to domination of Europe and the world." By refusing to let Gdansk revert to Germany, Poland made a 
choice that helped bring this entire gateway under the control of the Soviet Union. Jedrzejewicz's 
strange compendium of thoughts on Polish geopolitics and Chamberlain's Birmingham speech, 
however, inadequately explain the true motivations of Polish policy. They merely reflected the thoughts 
Beck and others put before their people to justify their actions in March 1939 and thereafter. Quite 
amusing is the claim of the Poles, constantly repeated during this period, that Germany as little as Russia 
are basically European nations." A little further on, it then says: "Henry Baginski, one of Poland's 
leading geopoliticians and advocate of the Pilsudsk Federation program, even claims: "Poland forms an 
isthmus between the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea.' These and similar remarks helped Baginski get a 
special illustration in that year's issue of the Polish "Who is Who? ". Such Polish views can only be 
called political fantasies." But these fantasies, in conjunction with alleged intelligence, have brought us 
the destruction of Europe. If now in the future such Polish intelligence is to influence our schoolbooks, I 
can only say again, poor Germany, poor hopelessly lost Europe! Domestically, it was not difficult for 
Mr. Halifax to convert the popular opinion, which had cheered Chamberlain for his peace policy shortly 
before, to a war mood. This was done, 330 as it had been done before World War I, by inventing 
insatiable plans for the conquest of Germany and pointing to the imminent threat to England from the 
Germans. Toward Parliament, too, the tricky Halifax used a very simple but effective method to win 
the various parties to his war policy. The Labour leaders, who were strongly left-wing, had always been 
distinguished by their intemperate hatred of Hitler and saw the future salvation of their working class in 
the program of the Communist Soviet Union. They therefore supported every rapprochement and 
alliance up to and including war with the Soviets. For this reason, Halifax concealed from the Labour 
leaders until the very end the Poles' rejection of the alliance with the Soviet Union. Nor did the deputies 


have any idea that the English promise of guarantee had been in effect since March 30. Only when they 
learned of these connections before the vote were they greatly concerned. But they had already been run 
over by Halifax and it was too late for a confrontation. When angry voices were raised during the 
parliamentary debate, Halifax dismissed them by accusing the Labours and Liberals of what they 
wanted, since they had voted for the guarantee to Poland. This is what the English model democracy 
looks like in reality. '" The Mobilization of the Polish Army and Rejection of Hitler's Moderate Peace 
Proposals It seems almost symbolic to me that during this tense period Hitler went on an excursion to 
Heligoland on the newly inaugurated KDF (Kraft durch Freude) ship "Robert Ley," with German 
workers and their families. What a contrast to the standard of living and political attitudes of German 
and English workers! Hitler wanted to "laugh himself half to death" after returning from this trip when 
he learned of Halifax's strange request to Beck that Poland should give a guarantee for an attack on 
Switzerland, Holland, Belgium or Denmark, which had never been planned. The die was now 
unilaterally cast for a war policy on the part of England and Poland from April 1939. Hitler's 
conciliatory hand of peace had been pushed back. The question was now only who would be the first to 
cross the "Rubicon". What still took place from that time on was only the inevitable course of a drama 
which, as a result of total irrationality, brought not only Germany but the whole of Europe and the 
world to the brink of ruin. 331 The responsibility for this weighs heavily and, after the documents have 
been opened, will burden more and more statesmen, some of whom are still basking in the glory of their 
supposed victory today, but who, I am sure, will be brought down from their supposed pedestal of 
monuments in the not too distant future. History is often a "whore" that at first seems to prove right 
those who write it without the necessary distance from events, swimming on a manageable wave of 
opinion. History, however, is incorruptible in the long run and cannot be manipulated. The 
consequences of this English blank power of attorney for Poland were not long in coming. The political 
situation, which until then had shown no signs of breaking off, became visibly worse. While Germany 
had not stationed a single soldier on the Polish border, the Poles, completely unmotivated, called up 
reservists and, with this provocation of a partial mobilization, were solely responsible for aggravating the 
situation. At the same time, Lipski returned from Warsaw with instructions not to break off 
negotiations, but with a firm refusal to yield in any way regarding Danzig. Rather, he tried to persuade 
the Germans to deport the League of Nations Commissioner in Danzig in violation of international 
agreements, and to consider easing German transit to East Prussia after such a commitment. Even Mr. 
Beck was aware that such a procedure would have to entail complicated consequences. Any other 
solutions "would inevitably have to lead to conflict." This meant, in practice, that Poland was not at all 
willing to talk about the return of the Free City of Danzig, which did not belong to it at all and was 
subject to the League of Nations. From the German White Paper No. 2 Doc. 211 one sees that Poland 
went a step further and expressed "that in the future Germany should be held strictly responsible for any 
action undertaken by the Senate of Danzig." Since Hitler in his proposal had refrained from making any 
territorial demands on Poland, and was even prepared to guarantee the present borders, all difficulties of 
German-Polish cooperation were now blamed on Danzig. While Hitler wanted precisely this point of 
contention removed, Beck maintained precisely this source of conflict. It did not occur to him, or he 
made a point of it, that this very circumstance would have to result in a momentous rupture of relations 
between the two sides. As we know today, this conversation was only a farce. For in his talks on April 3- 
5 between Halifax and Beck, last 332 rer, when asked what arrangement Poland would consider 
acceptable for Danzig, had replied, to Halifax's delight, "he expected Germany to renounce its 
aspirations and guarantee the permanence of Poland's position there." Here surely only the wish could be 
the father of the thought! Likewise, in response to Chamberlain's question about his position on the 
proposal of a German highway through the corridor, Beck had said: "His country would never tolerate 


such a project. What further aggravated the situation, however, was the acceptance of the English and 
later also the French promise of guarantee. In terms of international law, this meant nothing other than 
an outright breach of the German-Polish peace and friendship agreement. Halifax and Beck were fully 
aware of this. For Halifax had rejected Beck's view that Hitler harbored no enmity toward England and 
would thus acquiesce in an Anglo-Polish alliance as a weak unconvincing argument. This breach of 
treaty 

can be proved from the very content of the treaty, which states that both the German and Polish 
nations wish to renounce any use of force for 10 years and declare their readiness to settle all disputed 
questions peacefully. The peace and friendship agreement concluded between Chamberlain and Hitler 
stated that "both will never again wage war against each 

other." The same was true of the Franco-German Declaration of Peace and Friendship, which was 
concluded at the beginning of December 1938 on condition that the Franco-German border be 
recognized, i.e. that Alsace-Lorraine be definitively renounced. It is significant that this very agreement 
received Roosevelt's express disapproval just a few days later, on December 6. So Roosevelt already let it 
be known that he was not interested in understanding, but in confrontation. The thesis that Hitler 
always disregarded all agreements and therefore could not be trusted is not proven by anything and is 
therefore not made any truer by repeating it again and again. In these cases it is not difficult to prove 
that the breach of all these agreements was not made by Hitler, but by the Poles, the English and the 
French. If until March 1939 official England had stood under the sign of understanding within the 
framework of her appeasement policy and had let Germany have her way in her peaceful revision of the 
peace treaties of Versailles, which embraced only about half of the lost territories and was practically 
completed, with the exception of the question of Danzig, the sudden change of English 333 policy to 
war policy within three days with the aim of destroying Germany was an incomprehensible and unique 
occurrence in history. The prospects for peace and prosperity in Europe, which had been good in March, 
were now threatened by Great Britain with a serious assault on peace aimed at a worldwide war against 
Germany. In this drive for annihilation, the responsible British leaders now knew no compunction 
whatsoever. In this, Halifax, the general of this plan, similar to Eduard Grey before the First World 
War, and his colleagues of the eternally war-thirsty English upper class were the key figures. They were 
determined to shift all responsibility for their conspiracy against peace, which was falsely foisted on us at 
Nuremberg, onto Adolf Hitler. This was the same dishonest method used after the First World War. 
The American historian David L. Hoggan writes on page 291 of his "The Forced War": "The British 
leadership took a series of steps by which it believed it could make war inevitable. In so doing, it 
overrode the hopes for peace of by far the greater part of all the peoples of the world. It worked for war 
against Germany in spite of the fact that British interests were not threatened by Germany and that the 
German leadership was politically and otherwise in every way pro-British. In March 19339, despite its 
participation in the Kellog-Briand Pact of 1928, the British leadership deliberately used war as an 
instrument of national policy. The British policy was so reprehensible above all because it was calculated 
to plunge as many nations as possible into the horrors of a new war.... It committed a monstrous fraud 
concerning alleged German plans in Rumania, which were pure fabrications and were intended only to 
turn a gullible and prejudiced Anglo-Saxon public against Hitler. She sought to get the Soviet Union to 
sign an alliance against Germany, although this was a disastrous and dangerous step that could lead to 
Bolshevik domination of Europe. It meant to the Poles that it would give them full military support in 
case they refused an agreement with Germany, and it put the whole world on notice of these new 
diplomatic moves through a series of public announcements. During this period, not the slightest effort 
was made to negotiate the situation with Germany. This action on the part of England was due to the 
absence of any moral concern and, what was much worse from the standpoint of successful 


statesmanship, to a misjudgment of British interests. Hitler naturally deplored the obvious 334 
determination of British leaders to undermine their own world position." The British guarantee to 
Poland went far beyond what could be described as defensive. During the House of Commons debate 
on April 3, Chamberlain spoke of his efforts of his encirclement policy. He presented these as defensive, 
but his talks with Beck immediately afterwards on 4.6. proved just the opposite. Here Halifax was by no 
means satisfied with the Polish promise of British military support in the event of war, but he also 
demanded Polish intervention in any other case of conflict in which Germany would be involved. In 
addition, Poland was to convert the existing mutual assistance pact between Poland and Romania 
against Russia against Germany, but this was rejected by Beck in view of the Russian danger. In 
addition, Beck was strongly urged to revise his rejection of the Soviet mutual assistance pact. In this 
connection it must be known that on the part of England and France negotiations had been going on 
since March 9 with the Soviet Union with the aim of engaging the USSR to intervene against 
Germany. So England was again in the process of committing "Fesdandsdegen" in the sense of a 
"peaceful" policy of its dumb Balance of Power policy, which should get the "chestnuts out of the fire" 
for the British Empire. On the one hand, Hitler and thus Germany are heresied as aggressors and world 
conquerors, while on the other hand, precisely those two nations are animated to intervene which, like 
Poland, had repeatedly been willing and offered to attack Germany militarily since 1919, and Halifax 
was well aware of the aggressive attitude of the Soviet Union and of its threat to annihilate all non- 
communist states in the course of its world revolution, not to mention the tens of millions of its 
opponents who had been killed. The fact that both states were not democratic countries, but 
dictatorships, and that the Russians were a particularly reprehensible regime of terror, did not detract 
from the love and did not burden the conscience of the perfidious England. The unscrupulousness of 
Chamberlain and Halifax is all the more evident in the fact that they had no inhibitions whatsoever 
about now joining forces with the Communists they hated, while only a short time before in Munich 
Chamberlain had paid tribute to Adolf Hitler for the fact that Germany had eliminated the Communist 
danger and thus created a stable bulwark against Communist infiltration. 335 It is worthwhile to think 
about such an unscrupulous, perfidious English policy, which is not determined by moral principles but 
by pure power-political interests. Today, it is a serious question whether one can count on a reliable 
England at all in the future. I dare to doubt it and I do not think it is a good thing that England belongs 
to the European community. Completely, however, England let its mask fall in November 1939, when 
after the Polish campaign, after Hitler's peace efforts, its representative Churchill, when asked by the 
Dutch and Belgians about the meaning and purpose of its policy, gave the answer: "This war is an 
English war, and its aim is the destruction of Germany". This cynic and destroyer of Europe then had to 
admit his criminal actions at the end of the war, when confronted with the shambles he had caused, 
with the words "having slaughtered the wrong pig". These words say it all. Roosevelt's fateful role in 
America England and in its wake France would nevertheless not alone have dared to make a cause of 
war out of the German-Polish question if Washington had not been constantly drilling. Here the 
driving force was Roosevelt with his decisive Jewish backers in the White House. It deserves to be noted 
that after the outbreak of the Second World War Chamberlain complained to the American ambassador 
Kennedy, the father of the later assassinated president: "America and world Jewry have forced England 
into the war". Kennedy himself was convinced that "neither the French nor the English would have 
made Poland a cause of war without the constant urging of Washington." The agitator and diplomat 
personally assigned by Roosevelt for Europe was Ambassador William Bullitt, sitting in Paris, who must 
thus also be considered one of the contributors to the desolate state of Europe today. Roosevelt's 
warmongering happened so obviously that already during the war Sven Hedin wrote on the basis of his 
historical research: "This war will go down in history as the war of President Roosevelt." (Sven Hedin, 


"America in the Battle of Continents," page 202) The same conclusion was reached by the American 
Senator Nye, a man especially qualified for this purpose, who was appointed as head of the committee 
of inquiry into the reasons for America's entry into the First World War 

stated. "We are being fooled by the same powers 336 (Jewish finance capital, author's note) that fooled 
us in the World War. If we ever get involved in this war, it will be called by only one name by future 
historians "The President's War, because his every move since his speech at the dedication of a bridge in 
Chicago on Oct. 5, 1937, has been toward war." Who was Roosevelt? "Stalin saw through Roosevelt as 
a failed and unscrupulous politician, but one who lacked the qualities of a statesman." (R. E. Sherwoos, 
"Roosevelt and Hopkins, an intimate history," New York 1948, page 782). In connection with a 
scathing judgment of Roosevelt by the British Ambassador, Sir Ronald Lindsay, the American historian 
Hoggan says: "It was a tragedy for America and the whole world that there sat at this important focal 
point of the world a President whose sentiments and ideas might be judged by a friendly Ambassador to 
be hopelessly infantile." America was still suffering the effects of the Great Depression. Over eight 
million people were unemployed. At the outbreak of the war, production had only just returned to its 
1929 level. In 1939, despite increased prices, national income was still $10 billion less than it had been 
ten years earlier. Since Roosevelt, despite some patching measures, was unable to get a grip on this 
situation, but on the other hand it was precisely the authoritarian 

states such as Japan, Germany and Italy that had coped brilliantly with the past crisis, he blamed his 
own failure on these countries, whom he therefore simply called aggressors. In early 1934, he 
authoritatively carried out a radical devaluation of the dollar by setting a new parity between the dollar 
and gold at 59.66 of the previous one. As a result, German exports were hampered, as were efforts to 
reach agreement on a planned quadripartite pact between England, France, Italy and Germany. Further, 
after 1933, Roosevelt believed he could unilaterally assert his victorious political and economic interests 
in the same manner as during the Weimar Republic, where at the time of the Dawes Plan Germany was 
controlled by a receiver into its internal affairs as if it were bankrupt. About $1.8 billion, which was 40% 
of our foreign debt, were American bonds. In order not to jeopardize the internal construction of 
Germany, Hitler had managed to negotiate reasonable arrangements for long-term repayments to 
eliminate the previous economic and financial pressures. The London Economic Conference of June 12, 
1933, had been derailed by Roosevelt as a result of his disregard for German and European vital issues 
337. The result was the economic autarky that Germany inevitably embarked upon, which worked 
excellently with mutual trade and economic agreements with the clearing system. As always in political 
events, when one cannot cope with one's own internal difficulties, one tries to distract the public by 
looking for culprits on the outside. As a result of the economically worried population in the face of the 
economic recovery of Japan, Italy and Germany, Roosevelt was always looking for new excuses for 
alleged foreign policy dangers. To him, these countries were simply aggressors seeking world 
domination. The following example is typical of Roosevelt's naiveté. In contrast to Beck, who was 
familiar with European conditions here, Roosevelt could be fed any fairy tale that lay in the direction of 
the primitive-thinking, naive president unclouded by global expertise. Thus, among other things, 
Halifax tied him up with the story that soon Germany would gather its troops on the Dutch border in 
order to force from Holland the surrender of its East Indian possessions, which would then, of course, 
benefit Japan. As we know, Roosevelt made abundant propagandistic use of this information, curiously 
enough without being laughed at. This happened already at a time when all these countries were still 
fully occupied with the settlement of their domestic problems and no expansions or, in the case of 
Germany, no border settlements had yet taken place. There are innumerable examples that Roosevelt, as 
early as the years 1933 to 1937, repeatedly encouraged the press to produce distorting reports and lies 
about Germany, which he drew from his Jewish environment and émigré circles. A landmark of this 


event was Roosevelt's level-headed quarantine speech on Oct. 5, 1937, in which he spoke in high- 
sounding, boastful terms of the need to quarantine the aggressors, to fight the reign of terror and 
international lawlessness. Innocent peoples and nations would be cruelly sacrificed to the greed for 
power and domination. Here one recognizes from the basic tenor of these inflammatory phrases the war 
psychosis deliberately set in motion. It was necessary, as Roosevelt wrote to Lord Elibank in England, to 
educate the American public to join a crusade against Hitler. Consequently, at the beginning of 1938, 
increased armament and national defense were ordered, with priority given to the construction of 338 
battleships to remedy the economic crisis. The annexation of Austria, noted by Secretary of State Hull 
"without concern" and "without any critical or even hostile attitude," was denounced by Roosevelt as 
"breach of treaty, militarism and rape." When the Czechs mobilized on 5/20/1938, Roosevelt offered to 
move the USS. fleet from the Pacific to the Atlantic. This was clear enough and was also understood by 
London to be preparing for war. In August 1938, Roosevelt spoke in Canada as a "peace-loving 
Democrat": "The Dominion of Canada is a part of the sisterhood of the British Empire. I give them the 
assurance that the people of the United States will not stand idly by 'if the dominion of Canadian soil is 
threatened by any other empire." If this were not so sad and perverse, one would have to laugh at it. I 
am only surprised that at that time no one thought of recommending to Mr. Roosevelt that he be 
examined for his state of mind. On the same level the drumbeat for war continued: "Whatever the Axis 
powers maintained in South America, their legations, companies, airlines, trade and military missions, 
associations, newspapers, propaganda offices, every single detail that could be found was evaluated as an 
omen of an impending "aggression", namely also by Hull, who induced the pan-American conference in 
Lima to a demonstrative declaration of solidarity for both Americas with such indications." (H. Dam's 
"Roosevelt and the War," p. 24) Even today this agitation has consequences. Thus in the "Deutscher 
Anzeiger" of October 26, 1979: "Unnoticed by the mass media, how could it be otherwise, the press 
agency (dpa) brought the following corresspondent report from La Paz these days: "In Bolivia an affair 
set in motion 38 years ago has been concluded, which because of its far-reaching political effects has 
often been compared with the DreyfuB case. Major Elia Belmonte, now 73 years old, who was charged 
with treason during World War II and expelled from the army in dishonor, has been fully rehabilitated 
publicly in La Paz in the presence of government officials and diplomats. The Bolivian government has 
demanded reparations from the United States and Great Britain. At the ceremony, Belmonte wore the 
air force uniform that he had been forced to hang up 38 years ago as military attaché in Berlin. The 
commander-in-chief of the Bolivian army, Padilla, now pinned the golden military insignia of a general 
on his tunic as a sign of his restored honor. Belmonte received the general's sword from the hands of 
President Walter Guevara. The rehabilitation of Belmonte, who had always maintained his innocence, 
was prompted by revelations made by former British intelligence agent Montgomery Hyde. He 
admitted that the contents of a letter he allegedly found in 1941, in which Belmonte was portrayed as a 
collaborator with Hitler's Germany, had come from himself. The intrigue at that time had two 
objectives: first, to convince the United States of the danger that Nazism could spread in Latin America. 
Secondly, the government in La Paz was to be put under pressure so that Bolivia would sell such raw 
materials as tin and tungsten, which were important for the war, to the Allies on particularly favorable 
terms. The contents of the letter caused Bolivia to break off relations with Germany and declare war." 
One would think that such an important and interesting news item would have been picked up as a 
sensation. Imagine if such a serious operation could have been attributed to Hitler. In the latter case, the 
mass media would have been overflowing with agitation and accusation against Germany. Thus, one 
remains silent in order not to endanger the laboriously built image of the "evil German" and the image 
of the blameless victors. This example convincingly illuminates that even today double standards are 
applied with regard to warmongering, malicious insinuations and thus war guilt. The war that is being 


waged with such methods by Mr. Roosevelt, Churcill, Halifax 

and others out of pure philanthropy and conscience cannot have been lies and deception. Or could it? 
The question arises, what will happen, if so little by little further secret archives are opened and 
witnesses break their silence? Happy Germany, which costs will have to be refunded to you then, if the 
laboriously built lie buildings must be torn down, in order to pave a lane for the truth and nothing more 
than the truth. Whether then our politicians, churches, re-educators and history falsifiers are taken also 
still so seriously, as partly still today, I dare to doubt. Does one fear the security of one's own chair so 
much that one must continue to conceal everything positive of our recent past, which science and 
research laboriously discover, and only give room to that which contributes to the eternal further 
denigration of Germany? Sometimes you really have to be ashamed of being a German, at least a 
German of this way of dealing with the past. When will we finally see the end of the moral judgment of 
our victors and their henchmen in Germany? 340 In addition, rearmament continued on Roosevelt's 
instructions. On December 1, 1938, the U.S. Secretary of War announced to military officials that 
10,000 factories had received their "final war programs for production." A similar announcement was 
made on the same day for English industry before the House of Commons. On Jan. 4, 1939, 3 months 
before Prague, Roosevelt asked Congress to revise the neutrality laws, requested $1.3 billion for 
armaments. On May 1 of the same year, the "cash and carry" clause of the 1937 Neutrality Act was 
repealed. Since then, England and France could be supplied with all raw materials and weapons essential 
to the war effort. But let us hear from the Polish Ambassador in Washington, Potocki, who summarizes 
his talks with leading American politicians and diplomats from January 12 to 16, 1939, as follows: "Five 
features characterizing the development are mentioned in them: 1. Revival of foreign policy by F. D. 
Roosevelt; 2. Sharp and unequivocal condemnation of the 'totalitarian states,’ by which, however, only 
Germany, Italy, and Japan are meant, but not the Soviet Union, Poland, Spain, Portugal, China, and 
other states; 3. Rapid and extensive preparations for war; 

4. Pressure on France and England, also with reference to the armament statistics of the United States, 
to oppose any policy of compromise with the "totalitarian" states and to reject discussions intended to 
bring about any territorial changes; 5. Surrender of the isolation policy by the assurance that the United 
States would actively intervene on the side of England and France in the event of war." On 12.1.1939, 
Potocki added in detail: "The mood that prevails at the moment in the United States is characterized by 
an ever-increasing hatred of fascism. Propaganda is mainly in Jewish hands, they own almost 100% of 
the radio, the film, the press and magazines. The situation in this country is an excellent forum for all 
kinds of speakers, and for the emigrants from Germany and Czechoslovakia, who do not spare words to 
incite the local public by the most diverse slanderv.... It is interesting that in this very elaborate campaign, 
which is being waged mainly against National Socialism, Soviet Russia is almost completely eliminated. 
If it is mentioned at all, it is done in a friendly manner and 


341 way and presents things as if Soviet Russia were connected with the bloc of democratic states. 
Besides this propaganda, a war psychosis is artificially created: The American people are being persuaded 
that peace in Europe hangs only by a thread, that war is inevitable. At the same time, the American 
people are made to understand unequivocally that in the event of a world war, America would also have 
to take active steps to defend the slogans of freedom and democracy in the world. The way was quite 
simple, one had only to stage correctly from one side the danger of war hanging over the world because 
of the chancellor Hitler, on the other hand one had to create a specter that babbles about an attack of 
total states on the United States. The Munich Pact came in handy for President Roosevelt. He presented 
it as the surrender of France and England to belligerent German militarism... Further, it is the brutal 
action against the Jews in Germany and the emigrant problem which continue to foment the prevailing 


hatred against anything in any way connected with German National Socialism. In these actions have 
participated the individual Jewish intellectuals who are personal friends of President Roosevelt. They 
want the president to become the champion of human rights, freedom of religion and speech, and he 
should punish the troublemakers in the future. This group of people, who occupy the highest positions 
in the American government and who want to present themselves as representatives of "true 
Americanism" and as "defenders of democracy," are, after all, fundamentally bound to international 
Jewry by unbreakable ties. For this Jewish International, which has above all the interests of "its race" in 
mind, the elevation of the President of the United States to this "idealist" post of defender of human 
rights was an ideal move. In this way, they have created a very dangerous hotbed of hatred and enmity 
in this hemisphere and have divided the world into two camps. The whole problem is worked out in a 
mysterious way: Roosevelt has been given the foundations to revitalize America's foreign policy and at 
the same time, by this means, to create the colossal military supplies for the future war, not without 
earning heavily in the process, to which the Jews are striving with full consciousness. Domestically, it is 
very convenient to divert the public's attention from increasing anti-Semitism by speaking of the need 
to defend faith and individual freedom from the 342 attacks of fascism." (German White Paper No. 3 
Doc. No. 6) In "Allied London" p. 51 of June 20, 1940 the Polish Ambassador in London Raczynski, has 
to confirm the above extremely interesting and about the true background of the Second World War 
documents as genuine. He writes: "The Germans published a White Paper in April, which contained 
documents from archives of our Foreign Ministry, composed of reports by Potocki from Washington, 
Lukasiewicz from Paris and my reports. I don't know where they found them, because we were told 
that the archives had been destroyed. The documents are certainly genuine, and the facsimiles show that 
for the most part the Germans found originals, not copies." Signature of the Polish ambassadors in 
London. Raczynski. Roosevelt and his "Jewish backers" were concerned with the war in any case and 
with the destruction of hated Germany. The only question for him was to find the ways and means to 
get it going. For example, he encouraged England and France to the "Munich Conference", not to 
advocate the preservation of Czechoslovakia, i.e. the status quo, but to carry out the necessary cession of 
the Sudetenland. Then, when that was done, he hypocritically unloaded all his anger on the English and 
French, only to encourage both countries and Poland in the same moment and breath. "To take up a 
position towards Germany which might possibly or even certainly have to lead to war." (H. E. Barnes, 
"Exposed Hypocrisy" p. 110) Potocki reported on this to his Polish Foreign Minister Beck as follows: 
"To this I can only say that President Roosevelt, as a skillful political gambler and as a connoisseur of . 
American psychology, very soon diverted the attention of the American public from the domestic 
political situation in order to interest it in foreign policy. The way was quite simple. One had only to 
stage the danger of war correctly from one side, on the other hand one had to create a specter that 
babbles about an attack on the United States. The Munich Pact came in very handy for the President. 
He presented it as a surrender of France and England to German militarism. As they say here, Hitler put 
a gun to Chamberlain's head. So France and England had no choice and had to make an ignominious 
peace." The most frightening thing is that the same words are parroted unchecked by our present 
politicians, teachers and students. No wonder that today many people still believe in Hitler's 343 world 
conquest plans, and that they do not even realize that they are using the words of the hypocrite 
Roosevelt. Also with blackmail methods this sick and morbid American president did not take it so 
exactly; because shortly afterwards the Englishmen and Frenchmen received notes from Roosevelt, "that 
the USA would not support the 'democracies' any more, if the Munich arrangements (peace and 
friendship declarations) with Germany were kept" (J. Bearn "The secret about the causes of the Second 
World War" p. 164). Occasionally informed of the British guarantee to Poland, Roosevelt was delighted 
and told his Ambassador Kennedy "that he thought it excellent and that it would have a great effect." If 


Roosevelt meant by this the breakup of the West, he was virtually a prophet. On May 23, 1939, Baron 
Hianuma, the Japanese prime minister, suggested to the counselor in the U.S. Embassy at a secret 
meeting that "he would sound out Germany and Italy if Roosevelt was willing to approach England and 
France to hold a conference and try to remedy the European difficulties. Hull, the American Secretary 
of State, found this concession "astonishing" and brought it to Roosevelt's attention personally. A reply 
was delayed nearly three months, during which time circumstances had changed, and a great 
opportunity that had been neglected was missed or avoided. For this, American preparations for war 
were progressing in secret. On June 23, 1939, a secret barter agreement was concluded with England, 
"all kinds of money" was spent to buy various war materials. Nineteen large cargo ships were launched 
on August 9, orders were placed for 100 more, and a War Material Office was launched on August 10." 
(H. E. Barnes "Hypocrisy Exposed," pp. 133/134). On 6/7/1939 Count Szembek reports on the 
impressions of Count Jerzy Potocki coming from Washington: "He is rigid with horror at the climate 
prevailing in Poland. Comparing it with the psychosis that is rampant in the West, one has the 
impression that our country is a rest home. In the West there are all kinds of elements openly pushing 
for war, the Jews, the big capitalists, the arms manufacturers. All of them are in a brilliant boom today, 
because they have found a place to set on fire: Danzig, and a nation ready to fight: Poland. On our backs 
they want to do business. The destruction of our country would leave them indifferent, since later 
everything would have to be rebuilt, they would also earn from it. 344 J. Szembek Journal 1933-1939" 
p. 475/76) Beautiful words. He would have done better to take his ghastly pistol and shoot his Foreign 
Minister Beck over the head. There wasn't much left on him anyway. He died of tuberculosis shortly 
after the destruction of his country. Only the way to Hitler could have guaranteed peace and the 
preservation of Poland in its borders of that time. Today Poland has lost its freedom over it as a satellite 
of the Soviets just like Central Germany, while we Federal Republicans have become, according to the 
spirit and mentality, not Germans but half Americans with a broken soul. Perhaps a pistol shot could 
have prevented this. The words of Roosevelt that he would like to kill Hitler or cut off his nose have 
also become known. Such unqualified utterances of a so-called statesman show what a pathetic spirit 
was in this spawn of wickedness. Likewise, on April 15, 1939, he demonstrated little statesmanlike 
wisdom and embarrassed America when, in a speech delivered to Hitler and Mussolini, he demanded 
non-aggression pledges for 10 years for 31 nations with an almost embarrassing acting talent. Hitler gave 
him his due reply in his Reichstag speech of April 28, 1939, quoted above, albeit in a sarcastic but, in 
contrast to Roosevelt's unqualified speeches, factual, polite and statesmanlike manner. - The treatment 
of the German minorities in Poland 

The Western powers had thus decided to go to war and thus had to bear the guilt and responsibility for 
everything that had 

that resulted from it. Poland was merely the pimp for their dirty business and, as we have seen above, 
aware of it. While the Western powers chose the German invasion of Prague as the starting point for 
their ever-increasing war-mongering against Germany, Poland was not interested in this event. For they 
had taken part, historically unjustified, in the ghouls of this state. The Poles had loved Czecho-Slovakia 
far less than the Germans. Just as they had been far more drastic in the treatment of their Jewish question 
than the Germans had ever been, without the world taking any notice of it. The cause of the policy of 
oppression and extermination against Germans in Poland, which intensified from month to month, was, 
apart from the chauvinistic policy of great power, the English guarantee, which was now used as a free 
pass for all atrocities. The Resistance leader von Weizsacker writes in his 345 Memoirs on page 242: "In 
view of the British-Polish guarantee, the wave of oppression of the German minority in Poland ran ever 
higher and washed over the original problem of Danzig and the passage through the corridor." No one 
speaks today of the concentration camps of the Poles, which had existed since time immemorial, and not 


of Churchill's concentration camps for all Englishmen and foreigners disagreeable to him, which far 
exceeded in brutality what was usual in the German camps when conditions were still orderly. There 
were more complaints from Polish Jews in America than from Jews who came from Germany. These 
are facts that no one can deny. In Poland itself, I have repeatedly experienced how we gained sympathy 
from the population by further excluding the Jews, who were universally hated there, from economic 
life and placing them in ghettos. Just as I had to hear again and again from American and English guards 
during my imprisonment after the war that Hitler unfortunately let the Jews survive and did not really 
kill them. On the same level are the numerous Jewish refugee ships which the English sank, for 
example, off Rhodes in the Mediterranean during and still immediately after the war. There is also a 
rumor that ships with evacuated concentration camp prisoners lying at anchor in the Bay of Liibeck 
were sunk with bombs immediately after the cessation of hostilities, once the criminal records were 
known. Even anti-fascist historians today do not deny that the anti-German agitation, intensified since 
February 1939, gave rise to acts of violence that went as far as mutilations, manslaughter and murder. 
Only a dishonorable state would allow itself to be subjected to this in the long run without intervening 
and thus, if necessary, putting a stop to things by force. Hitler had no other choice if he did not want to 
continue to watch Germans being slaughtered, thanks to English help. The first blood that was shed, 
even in peacetime, was German blood of defenseless men, women and children. By mid-August, there 
were 76,535 registered Volksdeutsche who had fled across the German border without possessions, 
completely distraught in appalling conditions. More than 20000 murdered were to be mourned before 
and immediately after the beginning of the fighting. That is twice as many people as the Wehrmacht 
had lost during the entire fighting in Poland. Of those murdered, only about 12,500 could be identified 
after our invasion. Even communist Polish historiography cannot but admit that the first blood that 
flowed was German blood 346, even if they are not willing to admit the extent of these murders and 
falsify the figures, just as they did the other way around with the figures of people who perished in 
concentration camps and died normally, especially Jews. Why is one silent about it and does not set the 
things historically right? Why do we corrupt our youth with absolute untruths instead of enlightening 
them about the connections? Why does one still let such incomprehensible processes run today, which 
are touched in Ludwigsburg to nobody's benefit. Are we still under the pressure of world Jewry, which 
decisively contributed to this war and brought us this terrible misfortune? Since when are those guilty of 
war not called by name and granted rights and obligations to which they are not entitled? In another 
place I will prove that there was no ordered and executed systematic extermination of Jews in the III 
Reich. This is a lie of the century, which is only meant to distract from own crimes and to put all the 
blame on the defeated. To remain silent about this today is a crime against the German people. I still 
stand by the fact that Hitler had the right, indeed the duty, to come to the aid of his oppressed fellow 
Germans solely for reasons of the inhuman persecution of the Germans in Poland, after all his peaceful 
and generous attempts at peace had failed. I would have done exactly the same today in the same 
situation. Not the one who fired the first shot is guilty, but those who caused this dilemma. How had 
Hitler said in his Reichstag speech under the roaring cheers of all present and the millions of Germans 
listening to the radio on January 30, 1937 ? "All the measures necessary for the restoration of the 
national honor could unfortunately not be achieved by way of negotiations. But apart from that: The 
honor of a people cannot be negotiated at all, but only taken away. Just as it cannot be bargained away 
from it, but only taken away once." There is no document, no evidence, not even a process, which is 
able to refute the always loyal behavior of the ethnic Germans towards the Polish state. They were 
Polish citizens and even always ready to fulfill their obligations even to the Polish army. This is also 
admitted unapologetically by the neutral and Polish side. Even Colonel Beck confirmed on the eve of 
the war that no serious incidents had occurred on the part of the Germans. Only once had he 


complained to the British ambassador, leaving 347 open whether it was German or Ukrainian sabotage. 
Also, the so-called 5th column had never existed among the ethnic Germans in the Polish area, as was 
also accepted without dispute at the Nuremberg trial. The victorious powers in Versailles, led by the 
British, are heavily reproached for having done nothing, absolutely nothing, against the bloody 
oppression of the German minorities, although they were repeatedly approached and admonished by the 
Germans. But what does the loss of foreign blood mean to a cynical Englishman, if it is not his own! 
Don't pretend today that there is even the slightest democratic way of thinking on the part of an 
Englishman in this respect. "Right or wrong, my country " Right or wrong, first comes my fatherland is 
and remains the motto of every Englishman. In this respect, we Germans could really learn something 
from him. The German White Paper in 1939 stated irrefutably: "German protests are unsuccessful (No. 
360). In early April, a public appeal is circulated throughout Poland containing the general program for 
the de-Germanization of the country (No. 358). In mid-April, the first German refugees cross the 
border (No. 359). It is almost impossible for the consulates to list all the cases individually (No. 361). In 
Upper Silesia, too, the agitation rages without measure (No. 362). Acts of terror fill the reports of the 
German consulates (363). The insurgents! association issues the terror orders (363). On May 3, Consulate 
General Katowice reports 200 cases of terror (No. 365), on May 5 another 100 (372) from Upper Silesia 
alone. No German is safe of his life and property. The terror also spreads to the Congress-Polish area and 
is intensified by planned arson (No. 163). The last cultural-political bases of Germanism were destroyed. 
In desperation, the German ethnic group turns to the Polish president (No. 369). The English 
government is kept informed by the German embassy about the peace-threatening developments (No. 
368), without anything being done. In mid-May, the agitation escalates into German pogroms, in which 
thousands of Germans are hunted down like "fair game" (No. 370/71). The refugee movement increases 
(No. 374), as does Polish saber-rattling, the proclamation of anecdotal war aims (No. 367/78), and 
published denigrations and insults of the Fiihrer, which again force sharp protests (No. 382). In the 
economic sector, German cooperatives, dairies, pharmacies are liquidated according to plan (Nos. 380 
and 395). Lodz reports on June 7: "Threats to the Germans with manslaughter, torture of all kinds, etc. 
have become a daily matter of course. Whole families spend their nights in the woods because of the 
constant death threats (No. 381). Protests in the Polish Foreign Ministry are met with shrugs of the 
shoulders and tacit admissions that one has become machdos to the military and the prisoner of Polish 
chauvinism (nos. 382 and 385). Polish bishops are asked by a colonel general to pray that the Polish 
brethren across the border may have their probationary period 

would be shortened and they would be redeemed from the primeval times by a second Grunwald (No. 
392). By this Grunwald, however, the Grunewald in Berlin was meant as the last place of battle in the 
coming confrontation with Germany. More and more it turned out that the authorities themselves were 
the carriers of the liquidation process (No. 396). Germans in Galicia are on the verge of annihilation and 
are threatened with danger to life and limb (No. 407). What the open terror overlooks is made up for by 
tax terror and harassment of the authorities (No. 408). The whole is only a small excerpt from the 
"German White Paper" No. 2 p. XVII/XIX) (Udo Walendy "Truth for Germany", p. 165). Instead of 
going on a pilgrimage to Auschwitz and being sprinkled with historically verifiable untruths 

and "genuflecting" there, one should seriously ask for a German memorial to be erected in Bromberg to 
commemorate the more than 10,000 Germans who were killed in one night. I doubt that a Polish 
president would deign to make the same gesture as Mr. Brandt. Mind you, this murder happened in the 
first days of the war, before the Soviets and others began a neglect of hitherto chivalrous wartime 
customs. One should not confuse cause and effect here either. All these outrages did not come by 
chance; they had been predicted by thoughtful observers and also by some statesmen since 1919 and 
were all too easily forgotten. I myself marched into Poland as a company commander and was horrified 


by the "Polish economy", which was obvious in the truest sense of the word, and the incomprehensible 
megalomania of the Polish ruling class and military, but also the stupidity of the Polish people, who had 
now received their challenged receipt. Conditions like in the Middle Ages, greatest poverty of the 
peasants, neglected cities and villages as well as road networks, no social benefits, disorganization and 
everywhere one looked dirt, filth and vermin. In addition concentration camps on the largest scale. The 
words of some Jews still ring in my ears as I left the venerable cathedral in 349 Czestochowa: "Officer, 
come with us. We have beautiful daughter for you, will please you". And what is the reaction of today's 
Poland regarding the recent events? We do not regret anything? And that of the Germans: We are 
ashamed, we plead guilty. Both statements will not stand before history. I have nothing against a 
necessary détente and reconciliation with Poland. But this must be done on a genuine and not a one- 
sided historical basis. We have no reason whatsoever to appear there in penitent robes and genuflecting. 
The blame for the war and the destruction of Germany lies not with Hitler, but primarily with Poland, 
which allowed itself to be misused as a vanguard of Western interests, provoked the Second World War 
through short-sighted ignorance, and was then betrayed by its allies, especially by England. It was 
Poland that allowed itself to be carried away to bloody provocations against the Germans, also after the 
war. Again, millions of Germans were forcibly expelled under the most shameful conditions, in 
violation of international law. In the process, hundreds of thousands were killed, violated, beaten to 
death and murdered. In the concentration camp Buchenwald alone, 13,000 Germans lie in 21 mass 
graves, who perished there simply because they were Germans, of whom no one speaks today. As for the 
reliability and friendship of Poland's former Allies, this can be seen from two statements of Churchill. At 
Yalta in 1945 he said: "I myself take little interest in Poland". During the war, he commented to 
Mikolajzyk, the prime minister of the Polish government-in-exile, "They are not a government.... They 
are ruthless people who want to ruin Europe. They have only pathetic, petty and selfish interests in 
mind. If they intend to conquer Russia, we will let them go their own way. They belong in a lunatic 
asylum" (S. L. Sharp, "Poland White Eagle on a red field" p. 193). The Explosion Point of Danzig 
Analogous to the events in Poland, one must also see the ever-increasing insolence of the Poles in 
Danzig, a purely German city, which was not subject to Poland, but to the League of Nations. Here, 
too, Poland, not Hitler, was pursuing a policy of expansion. It was striving to achieve a constant 
expansion of its powers at the expense of the Germans with the aim of incorporating this Free City into 
Polish authority. This was so from the beginning and caused considerable trouble and concern not only 
to 350 of the Weimar Republic, but also to the High Commissioner and the League of Nations. 
Anthony Eden, as a former English Foreign Secretary, had repeatedly had to deal with the difficult 
Danzig problems in the League of Nations. He became Foreign Minister again in 1940, a constant 
enemy of Germany, known also for the occupation of the Suez Canal in 1954, in violation of 
international law, where he was subsequently forced to take his hat. He told the House of Commons on 
Dec. 16, 1944: "I have for many years held the view as a private citizen that it is impossible for the 
Polish state to assert an independent national life if the corridor problem is perpetuated. I sat in Geneva 
as a reporter on this wretched Gdansk story. In fact, it could not possibly work. The only way to solve 
this problem was to let East Prussia fall to Poland and resettle the population from there." At least he 
acknowledged this impossible situation, albeit from the German point of view in a very one-sided and 
criminal way. This example is indicative of the English policy, which has always been brutal and 
unthinking, and which does not give a damn about showing consideration for the historically evolved 
rights of other peoples when it comes to its own goals. On the other hand, Count Manfredo Gravina, 
High Commissioner of Gdansk from 1919-1932, had proposed to connect East Prussia with the German 
Reich by extending the territory of Gdansk to the west. The intention was to counteract the economic 
strangulation of Gdansk by the Poles and to free Gdansk from the restrictions of railroads, customs, 


economy and foreign policy from the Polish influence, especially since the expansion of Gdingen on the 
part of the Poles had already taken place. His successor, Burckhardt, also took the position to the League 
of Nations that Danzig's return to the Reich was essential, in 1937 regardless of Hitler's later demands. 
Interesting is a diary entry of Count Szembeok, as Undersecretary of State of the Foreign Office in 
Warsaw from 1935: "Many people have an interest in the deterioration of Polish-Danzig relations, 
Polish nationalists, German Danzig flider enemies, Jews and economists of the port of Gdynia." Once 
again the Jews appear in the anti-German interest. Is it any wonder that they were not very popular in 
Germany at that time? Already from these two proposals we can see how modest Hitler's proposals put 
forward in October 1938 were compared to all earlier ones. So why always the slander because of 351 
alleged "excessive demands of Hitler"? This is a deliberate falsification of history, which even today is 
parroted by non-thinking and non-knowing Germans to our victors. Except for the fact that in all his 
years in power Hitler repeatedly exerted a moderating influence on the Danzig Senate and imposed 
restraint on the press, he did nothing at all. Evidence shows that his first intervention did not take place 
until August 4, 1939, following an ultimatum issued to Danzig, which was limited to 17 hours. At the 
same time, reprisals were immediately threatened if an alleged, but not issued, order of the Senate 
concerning the now unlawfully armed Polish customs officers was not withdrawn. It was all triggered 
by a rumor. In the 1940 Polish Government White Paper No. 82, it is stated that "the French 
Ambassador in Warsaw is of the opinion that the Polish action is a tactical mistake." The High 
Commissioner of the League of Nations in Gdansk, Professor Burckhardt, also stated "that the Polish 
ultimatum of August 4 frustrates all attempts at détente. There can be no doubt that on this point 
Poland had carried to extremes a dispute which could also have been avoided without loss of prestige 
and without material disadvantages." Four days earlier, Poland had already cut off maga-rine and 
herring exported duty-free from Gdansk to Poland, which affected about 10% of Gdansk's trade and 
thus endangered an essential branch of Gdansk's livelihood. In addition to this threat of starvation, a 
relatively large number of armed customs inspectors were infiltrated into the Free City, effectively 
amounting to a military occupation. To this end, an accompanying propaganda fire was lit in Poland. 
Marshal Rydz-Smigly declared in Krakow before 150,000 legionnaires: Poland was determined to 
respond to force with force-there was no sign of any use of force on the part of Germany-Poland would 
strongly resist any attempt to injure its interests directly or indirectly. Gdansk, he said, had been the port 
city (!) connected with Poland for many centuries and was the lung of the Polish economic organism, 
and the Warsaw Government had clearly and unambiguously defined its position on this question. 
"Gdansk is the lung of Poland! 

We have friends who understand us and have clearly expressed their attachment to us". This speech was 
answered by the masses shouting again and again, "We want Danzig, on to Danzig." Hitler's reaction, as 
so often in these critical days, was cool and measured. On August 10, he sent for Gauleiter Forster from 
Danzig to 352 Berchtesgaden, listened to him, and, avoiding any further complication, ordered any 
incident to be avoided at all costs. The Poles were informed on the same day that Germany would not 
tolerate any starvation of Danzig, nor any occupation of Danzig by the Poles. In addition, the League of 
Nations Commissioner was called in to mediate. The Poles responded defiantly: "The Polish 
Government... will proceed, by such means and measures as it alone deems appropriate, and that it will 
regard any interference by the Reich Government to the detriment of these rights and interests as an act 
of aggression." It must also be known that only a fortnight before the British Government had been told 
that there was no hurry whatever on the German side with regard to the Danzig question and that they 
were ready to negotiate at any time on League of Nations connections. "We take refuge in the High 
Commissioner and not in Geneva itself" (British Blue Book No. 37). A few days later the British flew to 


Moscow with their French friends to conclude a military alliance against Germany. In doing so, they 
showed their willingness 

to open the gateway to Europe for the Bolshevik power to serve its interests. While the ultimatum was 
still running, the President of the Senate, Greiser, was put under further pressure with the threat of 
cutting off the entire food supply. After consultation with the High Commissioner, Greiser initially 
agreed only to telephone Polish Commissioner Chodacki to set the record straight and thus prove the 
baselessness of the Polish accusations. Greiser felt that the tone, content, and the short time limit made a 
written reply impossible. Chodacki, however, insisted on a written statement. Newspaper articles such 
as "Poland prefers Gdansk to peace" or "if Gdansk Nazis tried to create a fait accompli, Polish cannons 
would thunder," as well as blackmail by threat of starvation, forced the German Senate President to 
respond in writing. This was "undoubtedly an evasion," even if the note was sovereignly drafted and 
accompanied by a protest. Here, too, Greiser clearly showed his determination not to push the situation 
to extremes, as the Poles wanted. As usual, England remained silent on all this, although it was jointly 
responsible, as was France with its foreign minister, within the framework of the Tripartite Pact. That 
England was well informed can be seen from a report by Henderson to his Foreign Minister on 8/8/39. 
"These elements, inclined to humiliate Germany, would be encouraged by press articles in England and 
Poland; especially as here in Berlin it is felt that Poland would never dare such challenges 353 without 
England's support behind her. It may be that humiliation is welcome to him (Hitler), but if this 
dangerous policy is not His Majesty's, I earnestly suggest that the utmost should be done both in 
Warsaw and in London to prevent Hitler from being driven in the next few weeks into a position where 
the dictator's pride would not permit him to tread slowly even if he wanted to" (DBFPVol. VI, Doc. 
585). Here, too, it must be said that throughout this period the President of the Gdansk Senate always 
maintained correct contact with the responsible League of Nations Commissioner and kept him 
informed of all steps, while the Poles did not consider this necessary. It is indisputable that all initiatives 
for the aggravation of the situation in Danzig always came from the Poles. Already at the end of 1938, 
the Poles unlawfully had stamps printed that depicted Gdansk as a Polish state. They insisted on their 
rights and interests of maritime trade, but increasingly cut off Gdansk by using its port Gdynia. While 
Polish customs officials, recently armed, had tripled at Gdansk's expense in recent years, trade had 
dropped to one-third as a result of Polish strangulation. Polish internal traffic in 1939 amounted to only 
2.3 °/o. In June 1939, on the feast day of navigation, Budszynski declared that Gdansk would be united 
with Poland by the army (French Yellow Book No. 175) On August 9, Foreign Minister Beck received 
from the German Reich government, in a polite manner and without threat, the message that a 
repetition of ultimate demands on Gdansk would severely strain German-Polish relations, and that the 
embargo on the Free City would lead to opening up other import and export possibilities. Within 24 
hours, the Poles replied, without consulting Paris and London, that they intended to completely 
eliminate Germany's influence on Danzig and to take aggressive action there. Surely this could only 
mean military intervention. This was again evidence of a deliberately set aggravation of the situation. 
Even the resistance leader Weizsicker had to state in his memoirs: "This answer shows where we had 
come to after 20 years of constantly having to fight out Danzig affairs between Berlin and Warsaw". 
Yes, we had come to this point because, due to the insane war policy of the English with American 
pressure in the background, the Poles now believed that they had a free pass for any attitude against 
Germany, no matter how thoughtless and provocative. The much-vaunted English policy must have 
made decisive mistakes if it was able to reject Germany's friendship and, to America's delight, forfeited 
its empire with its course of war, which Hitler had offered to guarantee, and Germany, now shattered as 
the bulwark of Europe, performs its function only in theory, but in reality is no longer able to do so. 
While Henderson was astonished at Hitler's moderate diplomatic reply to Poland and almost refused to 


believe it, Lord Halifax continued to play the dangerous game of duplicity. It is true that on 8/13, in 
view of world opinion, he recommended to the Polish Government that it consider the possibility of 
negotiations with Danzig, but above all that it should not give Hitler any pretext for action. On the 
other hand, three days later Beck was able to inform the American Ambassador Biddle of information 
he had received from his Ambassador in London, Raczynski, according to which the British 
Government had expressly approved of all steps taken by Poland up to that time. (Foreign relations of 
the United States 1939, Vol. 1 p. 214) A few days later, on 8/18, Chodacki launched the next blackmail 
and provocation. He promised to lift the obstructions to import conditions, but on condition that the 
customs and border guards, now armed and to be further strengthened for this purpose, be allowed to 
operate unhindered on Gdansk territory. This was a subtly dangerous proposal. If these proposals had 
been accepted, the blockade measures might have been lifted. The consequence, however, would have 
been an occupation of Danzig. If they had been rejected and the blockade had continued, either the 
borders to East Prussia would have had to be opened or a request for help would have had to be made to 
the German Reich in order to avoid starvation. Both, however, would have meant triggering the 
threatened state of war. Developments at this point were marked by the hasty evacuation of Polish 
families, and a little later the British Consul General Shephard also left Gdansk without returning. But 
he would have had ample opportunity to inform his government of the seriousness of the situation. But 
nothing happened, further proof that England was not interested in defusing the situation; on the 
contrary, it considered the conflict desirable and had its diplomat safe beforehand. The Senate resigned 
itself to the blockade and remained passive. What else could it do. On 8/24, the same day that Shepard 
left Danzig, Poland broke off negotiations over the customs inspector issue and refused to bring in an 
English mediator or League of Nations Commissioner Burckhardt to mediate. Thus 355 Poland's 
intention was fixed. The annexation demands in Danzig and Poland were becoming more and more 
undisguised. One had, after all, the British guarantee. The League of Nations Commissioner Burckhardt 
received advice from Chodacki to ;let me evacuate with his family. That was clear enough. It all boiled 
down to the fact that both England and Poland presented Hitler, and thus Germany, with the choice 
between accepting unacceptable humiliation, namely the surrender of Danzig and with it the expulsion 
of the remaining ethnic Germans in Poland, or to respond by fighting for German vital rights. Every 
decent German at that time would have decided in favor of the preservation of German vital rights. 
Should this not be the case today, Germany as a free country will have no more chances of survival and 
will not deserve its freedom anymore! A letter from Hitler to Daladier on August 27 proves his readiness 
for reconciliation even in the last hour and points out the seriousness of the situation in order to induce 
France to intervene helpfully: "I have now really tried year after year to bring about the revision of at 
least the most impossible and intolerable provisions of the Versailles. 

and intolerable provisions of the Versailles Dictate by negotiation. This was impossible. That this 
revision had to come was clear to numerous insightful men from all peoples and countries. Whatever 
may be said against my method, whatever may be said against it, it must not be overlooked or disputed 
that it made it possible to find solutions satisfactory not only to Germany in many cases without new 
bloodshed, but that by the nature of the procedure the statesmen of other peoples were relieved of the 
often impossible obligations for them of having to answer for this revision before their own peoples... 
No Frenchman of honor including you, Mr. Daladier, would have acted differently from me in a similar 
situation... It is a lie when it is claimed in the other world that we all tried to carry out our revisions 
only under pressure. Fifteen years before National Socialism came to power, one had the opportunity to 
carry out the revision by way of peaceful agreements. One did not do it. In each individual case, I later 
made not once but many times proposals for the revision of intolerable conditions. I am deeply 
convinced that if, especially from England, instead of launching a wild campaign against Germany in 


the press and starting rumors of a German mobilization, Poland had somehow been persuaded to be 
reasonable, Europe could enjoy today and for 25 years the state of deepest peace... But the lie about 
German aggression stirred up Polish public opinion, made it difficult for the Polish Government to 
make its own necessary clear decisions, and, above all, the subsequent issuing of the guarantee promise 
dimmed the view of the limits of real possibilities. I made the Polish Government an offer at which the 
German people were frightened. No one other than I could even dare to come before the public with 
such an offer. The Polish government rejected the proposals. Polish public opinion, in the certain 
conviction that yes, England and France would now fight for Poland, began to make demands which 
might be called ridiculous 

folly if they were not so infinitely dangerous. At that time an unbearable terror, a physical and 
economic harassment of the more than 1.5 million Germans in the territories ceded by the Reich began. 
I will not speak here about the atrocities that occurred. Gdansk, too, was made increasingly aware of the 
fact that it was apparently at the mercy of a force alien to the national character of the city and its 
population. Perhaps we, as old front-line soldiers, can most easily understand ourselves in some areas, 
but I ask you to understand this as well: that it is impossible for a nation of honor to do without almost 2 
million people and to see them maltreated at its own borders.... That our two peoples should now enter 
into a new bloody war of extermination is very painful not only for you, but also for me, Mr. Daladier. 
But, as I have already said, I see no possibility of exerting any reasonable influence on Poland to correct 
a situation which is intolerable for the German people and the German Reich. (Dokumente zur 
Vorgeschichte des Krieges, No. 2, No. 461) Poland's honor consisted in provoking and evoking war by 
every conceivable method, because it played vabanque and believed it could win German land through 
war. Hitler's honor, however, consisted in maintaining peace by all justifiable methods in order to secure 
the existence of the Reich and to bring the social problems and the mental and spiritual condition of his 
people to the highest level of modern development. That and nothing else was his aim. For if he had 
really wanted war, such urgent and admonishing letters would not have been written by him even at the 
last hour, which must be regarded as a last attempt to win France for 357 purely reasons of reason for a 
yielding from the adopted war policy for a peaceful solution, in reality of the last insignificant question. 
The burning of hundreds of German farmhouses by Polish arsonists, border raids of all kinds with 
numerous deaths on the German side and the blowing up of the Dirschauer Bridge to cut off Danzig 
from East Prussia as well as shelling of German territory initiated the fighting on the part of the Poles. 
As will be seen later, France was persuaded to give in, but England never did, because it did not want to 
and preferred war with the destruction of Germany as its goal. What a shock it must have been for the 
Poles, but also for the English, when after 3 weeks Warsaw had to surrender as well, after all of Poland 
had been defeated with "horsemen, horses and wagons". What a rude awakening, especially for the 
Poles, who had relied on active help from the English and now stood betrayed. The Polish dream of the 
battle in Grunewald near Berlin and the conquest of all of East Prussia and Danzig was over. No attack 
of the French army against the West Wall, which was manned only puny with weak 11 German 
divisions. The Anglo-French declaration of guarantee had abruptly changed the political situation and 
thus the climate for an understanding, which Hitler had wanted and which had been quite possible until 
then. Perhaps Hitler's all too patient and wait-and-see attitude for an understanding with Poland, which 
was quite within the realm of possibility, was even somewhat to blame. Hitler did not want to exert any 
pressure and relied until the end on the reasonableness of the Poles, especially since he knew that Beck 
held Hitler in high esteem and had a much better relationship with him than with the Western 
statesmen. Only he did not resist in his megalomania the more than tempting English offers. He 
seriously believed that he could pursue a balancing policy between Russia and Germany. Henderson 
wrote to his Foreign Minister Halifax on April 26, 1939, four weeks after the dissolution of 


Czechoslovakia: "If Danzig had fallen to Germany six months ago - that would have been October 
1938 - no one would have crowed about it. An extraterritorial corridor through it is a perfectly just 
solution. If Scotland were separated from England by an Irish corridor, we would demand at least as 
much as Hitler is now demanding. Considering this demand in and of itself, it would be a bad thing to 
drift into a world war over such points... I cannot bring myself to believe that the policy of a trial of 
strength now rather than later has any moral or practical justification" (M. Freund "Weltge 358 schichte 
der Gegenwart in Dokumenten" Vol. II p. 200). It is only unfortunate that Henderson was not able to 
influence the policy of England. This post festum perhaps wrongly chosen moment for the settlement of 
the German-Polish relationship was again not foreseeable and depended on the dissolution of the rest of 
Czechoslovakia, which was not Hitler's intention and which had automatically approached him like a 
storm wind and which he also could not prevent. Hitler never intended to create a protectorate of 
Bohemia-Moravia, as stated before. This only came about as a result of the explosive self-dissolution 
phenomena. It is known that Hitler was by no means happy with the outcome of the solution of this 
question, but was equally willing to negotiate certain changes and new arrangements. On the occasion of 
his visit to London in April 1939, the Romanian Foreign Minister Gafencu, at the instigation of the 
Reich government, had specifically let it be known that Hitler would by no means reject such talks with 
England. (DBFP1919-39, Vol. V p. 304 u. 306) Only the hypocritical English showed themselves 
internally disinterested despite their shouting to the outside. They were not interested in reducing 
tensions, but in aggravating them at any price. They wanted to achieve a Polish-Romanian alliance 
against Germany, despite the best German-Romanian relations, just as they had done before with Beck. 
Gafencu also declined with thanks. He saw through the self-serving English. The brusque rejection of 
the German negotiation proposals by Poland had by no means, as is always falsely assumed, triggered a 
fit of rage in Hitler, it was only regretfully noted. Hitler decided to wait calmly for a better time to arise. 
Evidence shows that he let things drift until August and did not intervene. Only the increasingly 
obvious smear campaigns of the Polish and international press with their irresponsible poison and rumor 
mongering, as well as the increasing bellicose fanfare, resulted in a limited release of the German press in 
the sense of a necessary defensive reaction. It was allowed to report on the intensified repressive 
measures against the German minorities and to reject the obvious slanders of the international press. 
Until August, the German press behaved absolutely defensively and was controlled by the German 
News Bureau. Today, if one examines the pronouncements of the German Blatterwald, with 

what discipline and correctness it has performed its task in a crisis-laden period, one can only marvel. 
Nothing of agitation and slander of other nations, no warmongering or interference in the affairs of 
foreign peoples, no delusions of grandeur or polemical challenges, instead sovereign calm and composure 
in the face of fate, perhaps also a little pride in the political and above all economic successes achieved 
through one's own efforts after a time of misery and disruption as well as draining and oppression of the 
German people. Everyone was proud to be a German again. Press Lies and Smear Campaigns The so- 
called "Free Press" of the free democracies of America, England and France, which prided themselves as 
peace-loving, showed a completely different picture, with few exceptions. Since mid-March, one could 
observe a frightening, ever-increasing press campaign against Germany. Sometimes the mass media 
overflowed in inventing rumors, suspicions and the vilest slander. One soon realized that there was a 
purposeful planning behind it, especially since the majority of these newspapers proved to be dependent 
on Jewish capital. To a connoisseur of such targeted dissemination of verifiable untruths and, above all, 
rumors endangering peace, it could not remain hidden that there was a system behind it. In the 
newspapers and radio news the word war appeared in constantly increasing measure, so that one gained 
the impression to experience a steered "psychological war preparation". Only he could place his news 
well who invented an even coarser clog. Correspondents who tried to remain moderate and factual were 


not in demand or were whistled back. The so-called "Free Press", even if it was not so free and lent its 
ear to a deliberate pressure of the warmongers like Roosevelt, Morgenthau, Churchill, Eden, Halifax, 
Vansittart, to name but a few, and thus performed stooge services, must accept the historical reproach of 
having contributed quite substantially to the outbreak of the Second World War. No matter how much 
one may condemn the controlled press of authoritarian countries today, one thing is indisputable: 
denigration of foreign nations was not their style. National Socialism was an internal German affair, not 
an export, as even Hitler often emphasized, and the free democracies had no right to interfere in 
domestic affairs in an inflammatory manner. While these very democracies had divided the riches of this 
world among themselves and were accustomed to do all that we were supposed to do, Greater Germany 
360 was in the process of developing from the stage of a poorhouse, through labor and diligence and 
with excellent leadership and organizational talent as well as with a better disposition and morals, into a 
normal middle power which, in view of its situation, still had to fight for its bare existence and for its 
vital rights. Germany had done nothing so far but heal the wounds of Versailles in the worst possible 
ways. It had just operated out the very deadliest cancers in order not to fall prey to the death of the 
people, which we are approaching again today with our 

politics and morals. In such a situation without colonies and with a frightening negative raw material 
situation to want to speak of supremacy or even world conquest is simply childish and was madness as 
well as a deliberate slander and misleading of mankind. That Germany, with more than 80 million 
people, intended to take its rightful place as the strongest power within the Central European area in 
view of the latent threat from the East, was absolutely legitimate and a European necessity. To deny this 
today is downright ridiculous. History has long proven this after the dismal outcome of the Second 
World War. To want to destroy its position was to destroy Europe. It is not the destroyed who is the 
criminal, but those who did such things. If the German people do not want to understand this, they are 
ripe for their final downfall and no one will shed a tear for them. That was true then and it is still true 
today. If today our European friends do not want the reunification of Germany, they are irresponsibly 
weakening themselves and should not be surprised if tomorrow they have to pay for their so highly 
valued freedom with collective lack of freedom. It was precisely the pre-war press campaigns against 
Germany that ultimately produced the disastrous result for Europe, despite the utmost bravery and 
devotion of the German people. Without wishing to anticipate the following chapter on war readiness 
and rearmament, what was the true situation with regard to the press agitation of the war allegedly 
planned since 1933 to achieve world domination? The German economic buildup was falsified as 
"industrial mobilization". Basically, all factories would be intended only for the war economy, in which 
the German workers would have to perform 10 hours of hard labor daily. However, the fact that, for 
example, German workers could take their families on vacation trips on our KDF-Hotte free of charge, 
but were not allowed to call at England because this different social status was too embarrassing for the 
English government, was concealed. 361 It was written that civilian consumption would be restricted in 
favor of a tremendous rearmament. Exactly the opposite was the case. Although Germany was the only 
country to have completely disarmed, i.e., to have taken the first steps toward its defense readiness, the 
expenditures for armaments in the years 1933-1935 amounted to 4 percent of the national income, in 
the case of the French, who had rearmed and were only half as strong as Germany in terms of 
population, to 8.1 percent, and in the case of the Soviets to 9.1 percent. Experts knew of the inferiority 
of German military readiness and rearmament, and for that very reason felt encouraged to take sharp 
action against Germany. They knew Hitler's reluctance to demand economic sacrifice from the people 
in the interest of social progress. As Harvard University American scholar Burton Klein explained, "In 
the prewar period the German economy produced both, butter and cannon,' much more of the former 
and much less of the latter than was generally supposed. There can be no question of a rearmament 


program so extensive as to have prevented a fundamental revival of civilian production." At the 
outbreak of the war, the German armament level was 18% of the 1944 level. If in 1944 we were only 
able to defend ourselves with the greatest effort of our skins, how should we have had plans for world 
conquest with the armament level of 1939. This stupid gossip is still maintained and uncritically spread 
today. When we had to defend ourselves against the Polish provocation, we could hardly order troops to 
the Westwall, so that it would have been easy for France to invade the Ruhr area. We had only 4-6 
months of ammunition supplies and no reserves of raw materials. Is this how you prepare world 
conquest plans? Far more dangerous and only serving to prepare for war were the numerous insinuations 
of a German mobilization. The May crisis of 1938 had already been triggered by such a lie on the part of 
the Czechs, who actually mobilized and thus provoked Germany. In exactly the same way, such alarms 
were delivered to Poland. In July 1939, the Polish Foreign Minister felt compelled to reply to the British 
Ambassador in Warsaw: "The rumor that the Germans would immediately invade Poland was now the 
twenty-ninth. He had spoken to the General Staff, and it had been decided thereupon that not a single 
Polish soldier should be set in motion." Then suddenly the French learn, from supposedly Swiss sources, 
"that the German army was in marching readiness for an invasion of France." Another press rumor 
reports that "the Fiihrer Adolf Hitler wanted to announce another success to his people on the occasion 
of his birthday on April 20, 1939. Therefore, the German Reich government was planning the 
reintegration of Danzig into the Reich." Then, when this rumor was disproved by the non-occupation, 
it was said that "the Fihrer had backed away from the threats and determination of the democracies." 
One was satisfied with such clumsy excuses, without taking account of the unrest and dangerous 
conflict situations that were evoked by them. On April 4, 1939, a confidential briefing to Roosevelt 
stated that "the British fleet could be the target of a German lightning attack at any moment. To this 
one must know that Germany had not one aircraft carrier, a whole 2 battleships and 3 armored ships 
against 7 aircraft carriers and 22 French and British capital ships. The ratio of light cruisers was 6:61, of 
destroyers and torpedo boats 34:255 and of submarines 51:135. If you want to conquer the world, you 
need ships. It should be clear even to the dumbest that this could not be well possible with our few 
barges. Rumors that Germany was trying to reach the Black Sea via Slovakia and Romania and the 
Adriatic via Croatia were only accompanying music of this press hysteria. Here, too, the end should 
justify the means. Much more 

more serious was the so-called Tilea lie, orchestrated by Lord Halifax. The English were aware that the 
German government was maintaining very gratifying economic relations with Romania and was thus 
stimulating the envy of the island nation; they also knew that in mid-March a German trade delegation 
was again in Romania and was about to conclude important trade agreements in the interest of both 
sides. The British Empire, which owned 40 million square kilometers of land (Germany 0.6 million 
square kilometers) with all sources of raw materials, already regarded this as a further "disturbance of the 
European equilibrium" in order to justify the "necessity" of an intervention. This was done, again, with 
intrigue and malicious lies, which, when they could be unmasked, did not even elicit any regret or 
apology. On March 17, 1938, the Romanian envoy Virgil Tilea was in London. As documents seen by 
Mr. P. H. Nicoll prove, the secret discussions between Tilea and the German-hater Vansittart were 
about an English loan for the purchase of English munitions. In return for his services, Tilea was to be 
given a financial share. Now, in order to make a rumor seem more probable by means of credible 
information, a call from Paris to Tilea was arranged by the British Foreign Office 363 with the obvious 
false report, passed on to the British Foreign Minister, that Germany had just made an ultimatum tum 
to Romania, that the German government had demanded a monopoly on Romanian exports and, 
moreover, the acceptance of industrial restrictions in the interests of Germany. In exchange, the German 
Wehrmacht would guarantee the Romanian borders." This rumor policy was by no means clumsily 


contrived. Since a German trade delegation was currently in Bucharest and Churchill had already 
propagated "the opening of the Straits of the Black Sea" after the Munich Conference and thus the 
"economic penetration or conquest" of this area, which would be harmful to England, as an argument 
against Germany, this rumor was an almost welcome hook for the prepared Anglo-French-Soviet 
economic and military talks with the intended policy of encirclement. The timing of this political attack 
was 14 days before the declaration of guarantee to Poland. Romania was to be the first victim of the 
British war policy, while Poland was still feared to have reached a peaceful settlement with Germany. 
This action of the British to lie, thought out to the smallest detail, was prepared almost as a general staff. 
For on the same day Antony Eden spoke in the House of Commons and, after Prague, prophesied 
further aggression intentions of Germany in the direction of the Balkans, whereby Hungary appeared 
particularly endangered, because it allegedly blocked the connection with Romania. In addition, 
successful and mutually beneficial balanced trade agreements, which now included oil, were difficult for 
British interests to digest. Meanwhile, there is also evidence that Lord Halifax fabricated the Tilea lie 
himself. Thus, he knew as early as the morning of March 16 that his prime minister would deal with this 
matter in a "rather stiff speech," although it was not until the afternoon of Tilea that he claimed to have 
"officially learned of the German ultimatum." After consultation by Halifax with the American chargé 
d'affaires, Johnson, the latter telegraphed to Washington, "it is suspected that Hitler is marching on." 
The Soviet ambassador in London was told of Chamberlain's speech, which would announce England's 
change of political course. Then, to complete the measure of uncertainty, inquiries were made to a 
number of capitals, such as Washington, Moscow, Warsaw, Paris, Belgrade, Ankara, and Bucharest, as 
to what measures they intended to take in the event of German aggression against Romania! (DBFP 
Vol. IV Doc. 416) The press now had its sensation again and one could now feast on German breaches 
of word, shameful oppression and ruthless 

plans for world conquest. At the same time, massive pressure was exerted on the Romanian government 
by the British government and the French government acting in its wake to prevent the conclusion of 
the economic treaty between the two countries. (ADAPBd: VIDoc. 131). A historically embarrassing 
directorial error emerges from Document 399, namely, from a telegram sent by the unsuspecting British 
envoy in Romania, i.e., from the scene of the event, to Sir R. Hoare in London on March 18: "It seems 
to me so extremely improbable that the Romanian Foreign Minister should not have informed me that 
an imminent situation had developed here that I telephoned him as soon as their dough-grams to 
Warsaw and Moscow had been deciphered. He told me that he was being inundated with inquiries 
regarding the report on the German ultimatum which had appeared in The Times and Daily Telegraph 
today. There is no truth in it." According to the motto, in offense lies the best defense, no denial was 
made by Mr. Halifax after this hoax became known, but a further step forward was taken by calling 
upon the Soviets, France and Poland to unite in a collective security system for an "immediate 
demonstration against further German advance." (E. Hughes "Churchill a Man in His Contradiction," 
p. 160) The Russians, Poles, and Romanians saw through the scheming game of the British. At this 
point, none of the three countries was willing to pull chestnuts out of the fire for England. The Poles 
and Romanians had always been against communism, and both feared a final occupation of their 
countries and the loss of their sovereignty if the Soviets marched through. In addition, Romania and 
Germany had friendly relations and trade agreements favorable to both sides. Between Germany and 
Poland, the settlement of the Danzig question and passage through the corridor was still on the 
negotiating table. The Russians are perhaps not entirely wrong in their hesitation when they cite the 
Foreign Office memorandum of 22.5.1939 as evidence: "If war should break out, it is important to try 
to involve the Soviet Union. For in the other case, at the end of the war, when England and Germany 
were down, the Soviet Union, which still had an intact army, would rule in Europe." (DBFP Vol. V, 


pp. 331 u. 646) Another propaganda lie emerged as early as November 19, 1938, and was then taken up 
again and again later and spread in all variations. Ambassador Bullitt, who had been given special powers 
by Roosevelt, submitted the following version to his Polish colleague Potocki 365: "It would be the 
wish of the democratic states that there should be warlike confrontations between the German Reich 
and Russia in the East.... Bullitt then spoke about the Ukrainian question and about German attempts in 
Ukraine. He confirmed that Germany had just complete staff, which in the future should take over the 
government of the Ukrainians and establish there an independent Ukrainian state under German 
influence. Such a Ukraine would be dangerous for you, as it would directly affect Ukraine in eastern 
Lesser Poland." Again, the wish was the father of the thought and not a word true. (German White 
Paper No. 3, Doc. 4. Potocki to Warsaw on Nov. 21, 1938) Attached to this report in the same 
document is the following comment by Potocki: "Bullitt did not appear too well informed with regard 
to the situation in Eastern Europe and conducted the conversation in a rather superficial manner." Stalin 
also gave the appropriate response on March 10, 19339, in his speech to the 18th Party Congress: 
"Characteristic is the noise raised by the English, French, and North American press about Soviet 
Ukraine. The representatives of this press shouted themselves hoarse that the Germans are marching 
against the Soviet Ukrainians, that at present they have in their hands the so-called Carpatho-Ukraine, 
which has about 700,000 inhabitants, and that the Germans would not carry out the annexation of 
Soviet Ukraine, with more than 30 million inhabitants, to the so-called Carpatho-Ukraine later than in 
the spring of this year. It would seem that the purpose of this suspicious noise was to arouse anger 
against Germany in the Soviet Union, to poison the atmosphere, and to provoke a conflict with 
Germany without any visible grounds for it.... It is even more characteristic that certain politicians and 
press representatives in Europe and in the United States of America, who have lost patience in 
anticipation of a campaign against Soviet Ukraine, are now themselves proceeding to reveal the true 
background of the non-intervention policy. They declare straightforwardly and give it in black and 
white that they are severely "disappointed" by the Germans, because instead of advancing further to the 
East, against the Soviet Union, they turn, one thinks, only to the West and demand colonies. (J. Stalin 
"Questions of Leninism p. 769/70) While in this case Stalin himself gave the necessary answer to the 
warmongers and his later allies, Roosevelt himself had to recant his lie, spread all over the world, that 
Germany in the course of her aspired world domination also wanted to conquer America. U.S. General 
Albert Wedemeyer, one of America's most highly qualified chiefs of staff, wrote after examining 

of the war measures ordered by Roose 366 velt: "Roosevelt had carried Congress to its no longer neutral 
actions by raising the specter of an unexpected attack on America. We know today, thanks to the 
exhaustive search of the German secret archives during the Nuremberg trial, that there never was any 
plan of attack on the United States. On the contrary, the enormous amount of documents searched 
proved that Hitler was constantly striving to avoid war with the United States. He did not declare war 
on us until he was forced to do so by the alliance with the Japanese." (A. Wedemeyer "The Managed 
War" p. 17) P. H. Nicoll knows in his book "England's War Against Germany" on page 45 to report: 
"Clare Booth-Luce shocked many people when she said on the occasion of the Republican Party 
Convention in 1944, Roosevelt 'lied us into war*. Then, when this statement proved to be true, 
Roosevelt supporters stopped denying it and boasted that he had ‘had to lie’ to save his country and then 
England and the 'world'." In Nuremberg, not one such document was found on the part of the leaders of 
the Third Reich, and they were hanged anyway. How much higher should the proven war criminal 
Roosevelt have been hanged! As this hateful, sick hysteric Roosevelt said on 6.1.1942 before the 
Congress: "But the imperialist dreams of the Japanese and fascist leaders were modest compared with 
the voracious greed of Hitler and his Nazis, who had their plans of conquest ready before he came to 
power in 1933. These plans were aimed at the eventual domination not of a part of the world alone, but 


of the whole earth and seas.... The destruction of the centers of material and spiritual culture has always 
been the aim of Hitler and his Italian and Japanese pawns. They want to crush the power of the British 
Empire, Russia, China and the Netherlands and then concentrate all their forces on their ultimate goal: 
the conquest of the United States.... The world is too small to provide adequate living space for Hitler 
and God. As proof of this, the Nazis have now announced their plan to impose their New German 
pagan religion on the whole world, that plan which seeks to replace the Holy Scriptures and the Cross 
of Grace with "Mein Kampf," the swastika and the naked sword!" (President Roosevelt, excerpts from 
speeches and documents) With such unqualified speeches of an imbecile or fool it was possible to make 
mankind happy again with a world war. 367 Who will guarantee us fool-free presidents in the future? 
Poor America, which can afford such fools as presidents! In the same way, the British incited to war. In 
late March 1939, "The News Chronicle" published a wild rumor of an imminent invasion of Poland by 
the German army. Although the British government knew very well that this report was fictitious, they 
did not reprimand the newspaper for its irresponsible warmongering, but were glad to be able to exploit 
this rumor to the effect that the "public" expected appropriate countermeasures. Very simply, one used 
this message for the publication of the guarantee agreement handed over to Beck. At the same time, 
however, Beck was expected to provide a guarantee for Romania in return. It is so easy to satisfy the 
public opinion. It does not occur to them, or they refuse to admit it, that this is a deliberate provocation 
of war on the part of the government and that it is only in this way that the British population is being 
panicked. (M. Gilbert u. R. Gott "The Failed Peace" p. 188) Where the thoughts of the British 
Government were headed is proved by Document 51 and Appendix, in which the British Air Force 
Attache Vachel informs the Foreign Office after a visit to Warsaw and Danzig: "He had been able to see 
a dispatch from the British Ambassador coming from Berlin, in which the opinion was expressed that 
from the military point of view there was at present the most favorable opportunity for a preventive war 
against Germany, in order to intervene against further German ambitions, and that it would even be to 
our advantage to provoke such a war." Since England would be wary of donating its precious blood for a 
provoked preventive war, this could only mean the Poles. Such behavior alone gave Hitler the right to 
anticipate and prepare for such an eventuality. The only European statesman who seriously confronted 
communism, Stalinism and the Marxist-Leninist idea, understood the destructive ideology for the 
values of Western culture sacred to all of us, and uncompromisingly declared war on all these followers 
and intellectual fellow travelers and carried it out, was Adolf Hitler. From today's point of view, 

one finds these events atrocious and undemocratic, but at that time the overwhelming part of the 
German people showed solidarity with his measures, which, after the elimination of the destructive class 
struggle, created the basis for a coming together of all strata of the population and thus, step by step, a 
real national community. Only this community was the basis of our strengthening on all levels, because 
no longer as before against each other, but with each other for the benefit of all, joyfully created and 
worked hard. Domestically, Hitler had prevailed in a legal struggle in which, after the failure of the 
bourgeois parties, the only question was whether the Communists or National Socialists would win. 
"Beat the fascists where you meet them," with murder and manslaughter being the order of the day, 
were the slogans then, as unfortunately they are again today, together with the indolent bourgeoisie, 
which at first did not understand what was at stake. These slogans were not invented by the German 
communists of that time, but they came from the Mecca of communist ideology, from Moscow, then as 
now. How does it say in Lenin's works? "No power in the world can stop the road from the world 
communist revolution to the world Soviet republic," or "If war does not come of itself, it must be 
instigated. If we are forced to tolerate such lum 369 pens as the capitalist thieves, each of whom sharpens 
the knife against us, it is our direct duty to turn this knife against each other." This was true then and is 
still true today. A small prelude to such a development is the recent terrorist actions. These ideological 


principles of the Soviet Union are all the more valid today, as they have found a unique confirmation of 
these theses, which are binding for them, by the outcome of the Second World War. Who, then, were 
the aggressors? The Greater German Reich, which lived on about 600000 square kilometers of land with 
80 million Germans? Wasn't Russia, on the other hand, always anxious to expand, didn't the Soviet 
Union make the striving for world domination the basic principle of its policy! A look at the map proves 
this clearly. Russia has expanded from the end of the 13th century from the principality of Moscow 
with 16200 sq. km to the death of Ivan IH. 1505 with 2250000 sq. km, developed to 12400000 sq. km 
by the middle of the 16th century, to 20000000 sq. km after the Vienna Congress and to 21572 000 sq. 
km by the Second World War. Since the Bolshevik Revolution the following additional territories were 
annexed: 1919 Belarus with 127000 sq km 1919 Ukraine with 452 000 sq km 1920 Armenia with 29 
800 sq km 1920 Azerbaijan with 87000 sq km 1921 Georgia with 70 000 sq km 1939 Eastern Poland 
with 200000 sq km 1940 From Finland with 46 000 sq km 1940 Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina 
with 44 400 sq km 1940 Estonia with 47500 sq km 1940 Latvia with 65 900 sq km 1940 Lithuania with 
55600 sq km 1945 From Finland with 12 000 sq km 1945 Carpartho- Ukraine with 14000 sq km 1945 
Northeast Prussia with 16029 sq km 1945 South Sakharine with 36000 sq km Thus the Soviet Union 
has once again proved its imperialist ambition with the annexation of over 1300000 sq km of foreign 
lands. This is about five times the size of the Federal Republic. Moreover, it has brought half of Europe 
politically, economically and ideologically into absolute dependence in the course of its striving for 
world domination and today it acts aggressively in the same way in Asia, Africa, even right at the gates 
of America with its revolutionary ideas that make the world happy. 370 And all this happened because 
of Danzig and the passage through the corridor or even for reasons of the destruction of National 
Socialism, which did not pursue dreams of world domination; this happened in order to get for it a 
much more brutal and dangerous idea, which has set as its goal on its flags the world revolution and 
with it world domination. Who invented the thesis, beat the fascists where you meet them, who 
adopted it worldwide today? Who destroyed the only bulwark with an idea superior to communism and 
thus conjured up a deadly danger over Europe? The Germans or the short-sighted Americans, 
Englishmen and Frenchmen? What will happen when, as a result of this worldwide disorder created by 
the so-called victors, the next tangible catastrophe sweeps over Europe like a gale-force wind? When it 
is then over with our much vaunted, almost anarchistic freedom, when at least half of the population 
affected by it is buried under the ruins of their cities? 

population lies destroyed under the rubble of their cities. Couldn't it happen then that the few 
survivors, perhaps also the world that has been taken for fools, will form a completely different historical 
judgment about Hitler and the Germany of that time than today's opinion makers are used to doing and 
they are paid for it? I can only hope that this will not happen. But this catastrophe, which is tangible 
with our hands, will hover over us like a sword of Damocles as long as we do not want to learn from 
history and falsify it in such a way that there is hardly any possibility of drawing the right consequences 
from what happened in the past. This sword of Damocles will be held over us with an iron fist as long as 
Russia does not undergo an inner change and swims free from its world-gratification ideas of wanting to 
dominate the world with its uniform mash. The argument that the free market economy convincingly 
offers a better solution to the problems and has currently proven it will not convince, especially not in 
the underdeveloped countries. For us Europeans in the first place, and for the world, there will be no 
escape if this Europe does not seriously come together as a political unit, first as a Western Europe that is 
strong and healthy and speaks only with one voice, a Europe that does not allow itself to be undermined 
by Communist-Leninist ideas and breed up coming partisan associations, a Europe that will then 
perhaps also have the charisma that the other part of this Europe will joyfully embrace. 371 For only a 
strong Europe, whose core was criminally smashed in the Second World War, a Europe which is aware 


of its tradition and is also prepared to fight for it, will have only a small chance of being able to 
withstand this storm from the East, which will come as surely as the Amen in the Church. It is more 
than regrettable that the very man who recognized these things already 50 years ago and acted 
accordingly, not only for Germany, but in the sense of Europe, is today so senselessly heretized as a 
result of falsification of the historical picture. As long as this happens and the necessary historical justice 
of his struggle is not recognized, we Europeans have little prospect of surviving this brutal struggle 
waged by the other side. If today we only want to hide behind unrestrained freedom of moral anarchy, 
full and gluttonous without any ideals worth mentioning, and if as Europeans we rely on our big 
brother America, there is little room for our freedom for tomorrow. If Europe is unable to muster this 
strength and will, those who seek a settlement with communism and who are thus willing to submit will 
be proved right. The question only arises whether such a life still seems worth living. Hitler, at any rate, 
as the last great European, rejected this and was ready to fight, and with him, along with the German 
people, many hundreds of thousands of young Europeans from all countries who came voluntarily and 
joined in this struggle for destiny, who, after their heroic struggle, were despised, persecuted, left to 
languish in prisons, executed and murdered. And all this in the name of Europe. Germany today is too 
biased to be able to recognize this. This can be seen from the fact that the strong man of the CSU, Mr. 
StrauB, will have no chance to be elected as chancellor if he allows such nonsensical alleged defamation 
actions to put socialism on the same level with national socialism. By doing so, he only provoked anger 
among the SPD and got rid of the considerable vote potential of the genuine National Socialists. It 
depends on the future attitude and recognition of these connections of France, perhaps also of America. 
Because with a further demonization of the past one will never be able to win real confederates. The 
catastrophic disorder of the world today, and especially the desperate political situation as a legacy of our 
victors, is too obvious to speak of liberation. It was the result of the war that was wanted and forced 
upon Germany. For this result, therefore, Hitler cannot be declared guilty, but one must finally summon 
up the courage to charge those with it who staged and wanted it with the intention of destroying 
Germany without any concrete political goals for the future, namely Mr. Roosevelt'after all as President 
of America, Mr. Halifax and then responsibly Churchill with his other warmongers. Who will protect 
us Europeans in the future from similar power-obsessed men and from men who represent the interests 
of the financially powerful world Jewry? For a second such misfortune means the abandonment of 
Europe for the Western world. Twice already America in alliance with Russia has left a shambles in 
Europe. It is time for Europeans to wake up and take their destiny into their own hands, and I am ready 
to give France a privileged position, because I hope that it is more capable of recognizing the historical 
context than the small Germany, which is still caught up in guilt complexes. If we believe that we can 
survive only with the help of America, we Europeans are giving up on ourselves and are not worthy or 
worthy of preserving our freedom. All current developments, as well as the lack of will to defend 
ourselves against such contemporary phenomena, indicate that our self-assertion is getting worse and 
worse. If it 

is possible, for example, that on television a Protestant pastor can unapologetically take the standpoint, 
"Better red than dead," then this is indicative of the revaluation of values once lived! These are the 
visible and devastating consequences of re-education. The preservation of every freedom costs its price. 
But if this principle has already been undermined to such an extent today, it is truly better for the 
preservation of our national substance to leave the field without a fight and to resign ourselves to the 
fate of living out our lives as Soviet subjects. Then the enormous costs for our Bundeswehr would also 
be uselessly wasted and it should be disbanded. Germany was and is the decisive hub on which the 
decision for victory or downfall of the Marxist-Leninist world view and thus the planned world 
domination will be played out. Mr. Brandt, Wehner, Bahr and others are certainly not the guarantors 


for this defensive struggle because of their origin. Before the Second World War, the German Reich 
was the strongest and most convincing bulwark against the danger of the East. It was stabbed in the back 
much to the detriment of all Europe. There is neither space nor time today for a second such stab in the 
back. But if we want to preserve our freedom, we cannot continue to deliberately falsify history and 
demonize everything that was once the purpose of life for an entire generation. Today's youth must then 
actually believe that their parents were totally limited and narrow-minded. 373 The same parents, who 
are so disparaged today, served the state at that time and, despite all the disappointments and privations, 
rebuilt both the Federal Republic and the GDR and contributed to the fact that both states occupy the 
second position of economic power within both power blocs. Is the reevaluation of all concepts in the 
context of coming to terms with the past supposed to make today's generation incapable of coping with 
our future tasks? It almost looks like it. In view of the almost anarchistic conditions today, it seems to 
me that coping with the present is more urgent than coping with the past. It seems to me that because of 
the inability to master the problems at hand, the so-called "neo-fascism" is being brought out of the 
mothballs again as a distraction from this dilemma, fighting like Don Quixote against windmills. 
Today's lack of confession and disgraceful history littering, which for opportunistic reasons does not 
want to look the truth in the face, are neither building blocks for a "coming to terms with the past" nor 
do they help us to find a way into the future, which today seems far more endangered than before the 
World War. The wooing of Stalin by the Western powers and Hitler's reaction How, despite Hitler's 
obvious anti-communist attitude, a rapprochement and the German-Soviet non-aggression pact could 
nevertheless come about, resulted inevitably from the changed political situation and can likewise not be 
inferred from Hitler's book "Mein Kampf”, as is all too often done when one wants to substantiate 
negative theses. England's Prime Minister Chamberlain had, after an invitation from the Soviet Embassy 
in London and only eight days later, again appeared, a somewhat unusual act for a prime minister, for 
talks at that embassy. According to Churchill, he thus clearly expressed his desire for more intensive 
trade relations and close political cooperation with the Soviet Union. In the process, the latter was 
offered an unsolicited English loan, which astonished the Russian Ambassador Maisky and led him to 
suspect that there were other political reasons behind it. This was before the occupation of Bohemia and 
Moravia and at a time when Hitler still believed in the Munich Peace and Friendship Agreement and 
indisputably adhered to it, while Churchill, as a connoisseur of internal affairs, on March 10 called on 
the chief advisor to Roosevelt, Mr. Bernard Bartholomew. 

Roosevelt, Mr. Bernard Baruch: "War 374 is coming soon. We and also America will be involved in it". 
Here is another breach of the peaceful conduct agreed upon at Munich by both parties. Chamberlain, 
still claiming to be an appeasement politician, was strongly warned by a number of authoritative English 
circles who were not part of the war clique not to do anything that might give Hitler a sense of 
encirclement and that might challenge the Soviets to provoke war. Chamberlain biographer Feiling still 
reflects the Premier's prevailing opinion on March 26: "that I am filled with the deepest distrust of 
Russia. I do not believe in its ability to sustain an effective offensive, even if it really wished to carry it 
out. And I distrust its motives, which seem to me to have little in common with our ideas of freedom 
and to be out to take everyone else by the ears. Moreover, Russia is hated and despised by many of the 
small states, especially Poland, Romania, and Finland.... That an alliance with Russia would split the 
Balkan resistance to Germany and that they would draw Spain to the side of the Axis and that we 
would therefore lose more in the West than we would gain in the East." Nevertheless, Mr. Chamberlain 
cannot be spared the reproach that, against his better judgment, he nevertheless allowed these talks with 
Russia to be conducted as a tripartite discussion with France. All this happened in the knowledge of the 
dangers for Poland and Romania, which were consciously accepted. Moreover, Chamberlain was 
increasingly pushed into the rut of the warmongers gathered around Halifax by the powerful press, 


which was essentially pressured by the warmongers. Before history, however, this should be no excuse, 
for he was the prime minister and responsible for British policy. He personally had even concluded the 
agreement with Hitler at his own request. The Soviet Union knew very well about the intended 
encirclement policy of the three Western powers, but it had equally noted that France, with which 
there was indeed a military alliance, had not fought for Czecho-Slovakia on occasion of the cession of 
the Sudeten territories, although the Soviet Union had been waiting for a hint from France to intervene 
with its army. Instead, the Munich Treaty was signed without involving the Soviet Union, which the 
Soviets naturally viewed as an affront. Likewise, the Soviets recognized that, due to the increasingly 
apparent signs of self-dissolution of the diminished Czecho-Slovakia, the continued existence of that 
country could only be a matter of time. Strate 375 gically, this meant that the country, which had been 
planned as an aircraft mother ship against Germany, would sooner or later have to fail in this intended 
function for the USSR as well as for the Western powers, quite apart from the fact that the latter were 
not at all prepared to fight for the preservation of Czechoslovakia. Thus, for the time being, the Soviets 
had no choice but to wait calmly and see how and when the already recognizable will of the Western 
powers to go to war would lead to an intended military confrontation with Germany, whereby, from 
the ideological point of view of the Bolshevists, such a war between the capitalists they hated - among 
whom they also counted Germany under National Socialism - would have to lead to their weakening in 
favor of the further spread of world revolution. So the Soviets sat in the stronger position, had their 
cards in the skat, and depending on how the game was played, could take part in the game and take up 
the skat. After the English had begun the courtship of the Soviet Union on their own initiative, together 
with France in their wake and in the flinty background with the pressure of America, it was logical that 
at some point the third partner for this game, Germany, had to be called upon to do so. Since Hitler's 
aversion to communism and, in addition, the ruthless crushing of the communist party in Germany had 
been very well registered, the ground was tried to be psychologically prepared long before. Already 
shortly before Hitler took over the government, on December 19, 1932, the Soviet Foreign Minister 
Litvinov had declared to the German Chancellor General von Schleicher: "he would find it quite 
natural if the Communists in Germany were treated in the same way as enemies of the state are treated 
in Soviet Russia." (Record of this conversation in the Koblenz Federal Archives) The German diplomat 
Gustav Hilger also knows of another remark made by Litvinov in Moscow in the spring of 1933: "What 
is it to us if you shoot your Communists? (Hilger, "We and the Kremlin" 1955, p. 243) Michael 
Moroczow reports: "As the only European politician, Stalin knew since 1925 what he wanted: to 
participate in the next war, but as the last one and, if possible, without risk. He also believed to know 
that Hitler wanted to destroy his Soviet state and thus himself, and therefore also knew that only one 
thing remained for him: to destroy Hitler and his state." The first show of force happened already in the 
Spanish Civil War. "Stalin participated in the Spanish Civil War from October 1936 to February 1939 
with over 3000 "volunteers," 648 aircraft, 407 tanks, 1186 guns, 20500 machine guns, and nearly half a 
million rifles. 376 For this aid, including a "voluntary" donation by Soviet citizens of 61.1 million rubles 
and an 85 million dollar loan, the Soviet government did not fail to secure the Spanish gold treasure in 
return. On the other hand, one could read in the Moscow "Izvestia" a speech given by Litvinov on 
December 30, 1933: "Of course we sympathize with the sufferings of our German comrades. But as 
Marxists we are the last ones who can be accused of letting their politics be guided by feelings. The 
whole world knows that we maintain good relations with capitalist states of every kind, including fascist 
ones. We do not interfere in Germany's internal affairs any more than in those 

of other countries, and our relations with her are determined not by her internal policy but by her 
foreign policy." Today's communists should take note of these statements, since they are still valid at the 
present time. The less Hitler responded to the Soviets' attempts at ingratiation, and the more clearly he 


asserted his anti-Communist course not only in domestic politics but also in foreign policy, the less 
Stalin was swayed and did not allow himself to be drawn into a break with Germany. On the contrary, 
when he saw that Germany had gained considerable power and prestige through the annexation of 
Austria and the Sudetenland, he obviously showed a willingness to come to an understanding. Certainly, 
the difficulty of finding Western allies willing to enter into an anti-German alliance under Stalin's 
conditions also played a role. Moroczow writes further: "Behind this dazzle of demonstrating sympathy 
for Hitler's enemies, Stalin put out feelers to Berlin in April 1939. In resuming contacts with Hitler and 
his Foreign Office, with Joachim von Ribbentrop, Stalin made use of a man named Georgy Astakhov, 
whose trail is lost after 1939. Astakhov was then Soviet chargé d'affaires in Berlin. In mid-April 1939, he 
contacted Peter Kleist, a confidant of Ribbentrop. With the sentence: "Let us finally stop killing each 
other in order to promote the interests of other states " Astakhov alluded to Stalin's statement in the 
account of "the work of the CC of the CPDSU" before the XVIII Party Congress on the evening of 
March 10, 1939: "The tasks of the Party in the field of foreign policy are: To exercise prudence and not 
to let our country be embroiled in conflicts by provocateurs of war who are accustomed to take out the 
embers with foreign hands 377." We say in our proverb, "pulling chestnuts out of the fire for others." 
This sentence was really only a continuation of what Stalin had already said five years earlier, at the 
XVII Party Congress "Certainly we are far from being enthusiastic about the fascist regime in 
Germany. But it is not a question of fascism here, for the sole reason that fascism in Italy, for example, 
has not prevented the USSR from establishing the very best relations with that country." In 1934 he had 
stated this emphatically in order to make it clear to his party delegates, these internationalist-educated 
comrades sworn to world revolution, that he would not let any ideology or Marxist-Leninist dogma 
dictate the law of action. The fact that neither of his speeches was heeded abroad, especially in 
Germany, has now been proven by dozens of statements. Hitler did not learn of these sentences until 
May 1939. Hitler understood Stalin's above formulations to mean that Russia was not prepared to fight 
for the interests of the Western powers, i.e., to "pull the chestnuts out of the fire," in that Stalin, on the 
basis of earlier disappointments, insinuated that the Western powers wanted to divert Hitler's imputed 
"expansionist urge" onto the Soviet Union. Hitler used Stalin's formulation with the "chestnuts" a little 
later on April 1, 1939, on the occasion of the launching of the battlecruiser Tirpitz as a reaction to the 
guarantee declaration against Poland: "Whoever already declares himself ready to pull chestnuts out of 
the fire for the Great Powers must be wary that he will burn his fingers in the process." That, too, was 
clear enough and should have called Poland to its senses. Throughout the spring and summer Russia was 
driving on two tracks! The Anglo-French economic and military talks in Moscow ran into difficulties 
insofar as Poland and Romania brusquely rejected the right of passage demanded by the Soviets in view 
of the associated danger of a permanent appropriation of these countries. Even in this phase of the 
negotiations, Churchill, although not a member of the government, acted in the spirit of warmongering 
intentions. Thus, on May 18, he telephoned the Russian ambassador and inquired about the status of the 
negotiations and why Chamberlain was unwilling to accept some Soviet demands! I. M. Maisky 
confirms in his book "Who Helped Hitler" on page 115 Churchill's words used in this context: "for my 
sake they are all acceptable". Churchill reveals 378 himself very clearly regarding his way of thinking in 
"The Storm is Rising" in Book 1, Vol. 1 on page 443: "Above all, no time must be lost. Already 10 to 12 
days have passed since the Russian offer was made. The British people, who have now accepted the 
principle of conscription at the cost of the cherished, deep-rooted custom, are entitled, together with the 
French Republic, to demand of Poland that she put no obstacles in the way of the common cause. Not 
only must the full cooperation of Russia be accepted, but the three Baltic States, Lithuania, Latvia, and 
Estonia, must also be included in the alliance." So Poland and the three Baltic states were to be raped 
over their heads. Here one sees very impressively the rigorous gambling nature of a Churchill who 


should have been hanged as the main defendant in Nuremberg for this alone. But Churchill puts it more 
bluntly in the same book two pages earlier: "When events are advancing so rapidly and are so 
overwhelming as they were at that moment, it is wise to take one step at a time. The alliance of 
England, France and Russia would have filled Germany with the greatest anxiety in 1939, and no one is 
able to prove that war could not have been prevented even then. The next step could have been taken 
with superior force on the part of the Allies. What can this "next step" express other than the will for 
war? Churchill summarized it a little later as follows: "If Chamberlain, for example, on receiving the 
Russian offer had replied: Yes, we three want to join forces and break Hitler's neck, or in other words of 
this content, Parliament would have agreed. Stalin would have been satisfied, and history might have 
taken a different course." Churchill is mistaken. Stalin was just not satisfied, but continued his contacts 
with Germany. Thus it can be seen from the files of the Foreign Office Series D, Vol. VI on page 221 f. 
that the Soviet Ambassador in Berlin, Alexei Merekalov appeared before the Secretary of State, Mr. von 
Weizsicker, on April 17, 1939, and declared, "Ideological differences of opinion between the Soviet 
Union and Germany did not need to be disturbed. The Soviet Union had not used the present friction 
between Germany and the Western democracies against Germany and did not wish to do so in the 
future." This courtship of Germany went so far that, in response to a suggestion by Hitler, Stalin 
replaced Litvinov, the Jewish foreign minister, and appointed Vyateslav Molotov as his successor. 
Members of the Soviet embassy in Berlin underlined this fact 379 several times in conversations, so that 
this circumstance could be regarded as a further concession by Stalin. On May 20, Molotov hinted to 
the German ambassador, Count Schulenburg, in Moscow that a "political foundation" should be laid for 
the German-Soviet economic talks already in progress. A few days later, on May 30, the Soviet chargé 
d'affaires stationed in Berlin, Georgy Astakhov, repeated the same line of thought, that politics and 
economics could hardly be separated. Despite these many enticements, Hitler continued to behave 
unmoved. He had already experienced too many false alarms and earmarked proposals with his Foreign 
Office that he obtained documentation for his decisions in his own way. He was right to do so. For so 
much lack of understanding and in addition obstruction as came from these allegedly predestined 
aristocratic circles were difficult for him to digest. He waited for the further development and as so 
often his hour. Despite these attempts at ingratiation, Hitler knew very well that it was a matter of 
Stalin's power-political considerations of expediency, which were by no means done for the sake of the 
dear German blue eyes. Whether Mr. Brandt and Mr. Bahr can and want this from their inner attitude 
in the same measure, seems to me at least doubtful. In any case, Hitler found his self-imposed reserve 
fully vindicated in the face of Soviet temptations. He knew Lenin's consistent dogmas regarding strategy 
and tactics, according to which the differences between the contending parties had to be further stirred 
up in order to sow hatred and discord, which are time-honored methods of sharpening antagonisms in 
the interest of one's own gain. The Soviet Union, which was almost the only power that had always 
spoken out in sharp terms against the Versailles dictates, continued to act with its old familiar 
vocabulary because of "imperialist annexations" such as the Rhineland, Austria, Sudetenland, Bohemia- 
Moravia, Memel. The Soviets have always been concerned with their own exploitation and utilization 
of explosive tensions for their own expansionist ambitions. This is still the case today. Afghanistan would 
never have been occupied had it not been for the American difficulties in Tehran. Indicative of this is 
the Russian-influenced Marxist mouthpiece, the "Pravo Lidu" in Prague, which on September 18, 1938, 
ie. even before the cession of the Sudetenland, openly stated: "Perhaps we are not strong enough to beat 
Germany, but we are strong enough to involve the whole of Europe in a war. By the way, Hitler 
distrusted Stalin also for the reason that in Stalin's era there were very many Jews in influential positions 
and 380 he feared an international collaboration of world Jewry from there. And hadn't Chamberlain 
also made the tremendous statement that the "complete change of direction of the policy towards 


readiness for war" did not start from London alone, but that America and world Jewry had driven 
England into the war. (M. Millis "The Forrestal Diaries" p. 122) Hitler knew that as early as 1934 the 
Soviet Union had offered France a "well-trained 

Red Army" in the event of a conflict with Germany. That same year, Stalin's Jewish brother-in-law, 
Kaga-novich, wrote in Izvestia: "The conflict between Germany and France strengthens our position in 
Europe, The disagreements between the European countries must be deepened." Certainly Hitler still 
experienced speeches of. KP deputies of the Reichstag, such as on Aug. 1, 1931, by Wilhelm Pieck, later 
president of the GDR: "The Red Army in Soviet Russia stands ready to provide the Communist Army 
in Germany with weapons assistance if it sets out to put an end to the bourgeois state." Or when Klara 
Zetkin, as a communist old-age president in the Reichstag in 1932, declared, amid severe insults from 
the National Socialists: "that she was speaking on behalf of Moscow, when she could announce the help 
of the Red Army already now, if the working people of Germany would step forward to fight for 
freedom." These sentences have to be read twice, if the wrongly oriented world or the European states 
still heresy Hitler and National Socialism like this today. Would they have preferred that the 
communists had taken power in 1933? Probably then, in cooperation with the French Popular Front 
government, the Soviets would be standing on the Atlantic today. Perhaps Mr. Atlee in England would 
have invited them. For there was no other alternative at that time, after the victors of the First World 
War had caused these internal political results with their policy of enslavement to Germany. If the 
communists had succeeded at that time instead of Hitler, we probably would not need NATO today 
and the problem of Europe would have been solved by Moscow in the communist sense. But then the 
European economic potential would have been at the disposal of the Soviets. Poor America! You would 
have long since been a second-rate power that would have had to fight for its existence. 381 Hitler 
intervenes In the second half of July, negotiations between Moscow, Paris, and London had progressed 
to the point where a political agreement with offensive military arrangements could be negotiated. On 
July 24, the result of these negotiations was on the table ready for signature. This draft treaty went far 
beyond the June 17 agreements reached between France and England. Whereas that treaty still assumed 
that any state, however small, which should come into conflict with Germany could be sure of English 
and French military support, this Soviet-English-French 

draft treaty went far beyond that. Here all three states, bypassing the League of Nations, wanted to 
commit themselves to immediate mutual war assistance in the event of direct and indirect aggression by 
Germany against one of the contracting powers or against another European state. And this was also to 
be done if any "interested party" should designate any action, and be it even a peaceful settlement, as 
"threatening" the independence or neutrality of that state and "answer" militarily. With this anomalous, 
even criminal, treaty text, which included everything, virtually any small peripheral state could start a 
European and thus a worldwide war. So, for example, if any interested party called the German- 
Romanian trade treaty an indirect aggression, the case of war was automatically triggered, or if any 
moral help or support to the persecuted minorities in Poland should happen from the Reich 
government, this would have resulted in the triggering of a war. But morally even more reprehensible 
than this peace prevention pact at any price are the other clauses provided for. Without even asking or 
informing the small states, which had previously been showered, again unsolicited, with English 
guarantees, England and France, in order to allay Stalin's objections, offered as a price in the last stage of 
the negotiations the surrender of the Baltic states of Lithuania, Estonia, Latvia, and Poland and 
Romania. This act, criminal in the truest sense of the word, is probably a unique occurrence in modern 
history. It is nothing less than the most evil criminal colonial methods, as they have been applied by the 
English and French with lies and deceit all over the world, and as they are still practiced today by Israel 
against the native Arabs. 382 With full justification, both countries have been punished for this policy 


against good faith with the loss of all their overseas possessions. I say this not out of hatred and gloating, 
but because I believe that a future Europe can only endure if such diplomatic, irresponsible moves can 
never be repeated. But I say this also because our self-incrimination must finally be stopped, and that we 
have no reason whatsoever to admire the nations that did such things as the purest of innocent angels. 
We have our eyes no more and no less to cast down than those who are in the same boat with us in 
Europe today. Hitler never made such reprehensible treaties. If there will be no objective historical 
reorientation in the future, Europe will pay with its downfall and will have to be content as an 
appendage of Moscow. Udo Walendy writes in "Truth for Germany" on page 377: "It is shocking to 
note that on August 23, the French Foreign Minister Bonnet uses the lie of asserting to London Poland's 
consent to the passage of Russian troops through Polish territory, and that Halifax recognizes this lie and 
nevertheless forwards a note to the British head of the delegation in Moscow, Admiral Drax, that he 
should endorse the statements of the French General Doumenc." At the time of this occurrence, on the 
same day, the German Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop had arrived in Moscow. Walendy then goes on 
to say, anticipating the time: "In July 1940, after the resumption of contacts, the British Ambassador 
Cripps, at the suggestion of his government, also recommended to Stalin the seizure of the Balkans and 
of reserves in the Dardanelles. The British guarantee to Poland, which concerned only the German- 
Polish frontier, was, in view of the state of affairs thus arranged, exposed as rank hypocrisy to 
camouflage warlike intentions. The British Ambassador in Berlin, Henderson, admitted in a letter to 
Lord Halifax on Aug. 22, 1939, that Hitlervon England had been forced to take this step in Moscow. He 
then quotes Henderson (DBFP VII Doc. 158): "But I cannot say that I was surprised, since I have 
always felt that our policy with Poland would end only in bringing Germany and Russia together. One 
cannot blame Germany for that.... If the political agreement of July 24, 1939, and the intended military 
pact did not come about, it was not due to the misgivings of the English and French, but to Stalin. On 
the one hand, he laughed at the two ridiculous divisions offered by England; on the other hand, he knew 
very well that he was out for pulling chestnuts out of the fire for his partners. Moreover, he recognized 
the swindle of the alleged readiness of the Baltic states, Poland and Romania for the invasion of the Red 
Army without the consent of the governments concerned. So what did Hitler do during these months of 
negotiations between the British and French on the one hand and the Soviet Russians on the other? 
Since Hitler had no plans whatsoever for expansion, but was merely anxious, in the interest of 
preserving peace, to eliminate the grossest injustices of the Versailles Dictate and thus the most 
dangerous areas of tension, he thought of everything else but a belligerent solution to the only few 
outstanding objects of dispute. Hitler had achieved what he wanted. He had always distinguished 
himself by his persistence in pursuing his goals without displaying any particular hecticness. Despite the 
guarantee given to Poland, he was still convinced that, with the necessary patience, he would succeed in 
persuading England to reach a settlement favorable to both countries. It remains undisputed that Hitler 
was decidedly anglophile in outlook and enviously a great admirer of the British Empire, which he 
considered necessary, even worthy of support, in the interest of a reasonable world order, even at the 
cost of German blood if necessary and desired. The prerequisite for this was the clear and necessary 
demand that England recognize Germany's supremacy on the Continent, or at least in Central Europe, 
in the face of the threat from the East. Even after Munich, he had a right to believe that England under 
Chamberlain was prepared to follow this path. After all, the British Foreign Minister Halifax, who was 
by no means one of Germany's friends, had said on November 1, 1938: "In the future we must reckon 
with Germany's domination of Central Europe. Incidentally, I have always felt that when Germany has 
restored her normal strength, her domination is inevitable for clear geographical and economic reasons. 
It is one thing to permit German expansion in Central Europe, which I believe is a normal and natural 
thing.” (DBFP III, Doc. 285) It is not my intention in this book, in which the question of guilt of both 


world wars is to be critically examined, to memorialize Hitler and National Socialism, or even to strive 
for a restoration. That would be foolish and unreal. But if one wants to examine the causes of wars as 
objectively as possible, one must describe the situation and the political development without bias, as it 
really was, in order to understand the events from the present circumstances. This has little to do with a 
glorification of Hitler and the Third Reich. The question to be examined is whether the Greater 
German Reich had a legitimate and historical right and thus an obligation to order this Central 
European area in accordance with its significance in the political, economic and spiritual fields and to 
shape it into a serious power bloc organized in partnership? Then as now, the danger came exclusively 
from the East, in terms of power politics and ideology from the Soviet Union. This danger concerned 
first and foremost 

the Greater German Reich as the heart of Europe, over which, according to its location, all nerve cords, 
traffic routes, the most diverse intellectual and cultural as well as economic currents and influences 
passed. To deny this is to start from false premises. At that time, Germany under Adolf Hitler was 
united and strong enough to perform this function from the center. One cannot organize and dominate 
this Western Europe from the periphery, from England or France. But if it is true that Europe was 
seriously threatened only from the East, it was politically correct to eliminate all sources of conflict with 
England and France and to bring them to a peaceful solution based on partnership. Conversely, it was 
then also historically necessary that the Western powers also accepted this policy and did not stab the 
Reich in the back with their policy. Hitler also recognized this, and historically he cannot be reproached 
for not having tried to do this by all means. Just as the clearing out of the Soviet-French "aircraft mother 
ship" Czecho-Slovakia was intended to eliminate the igniters existing with anti-Soviet Poland in order 
to win Poland as a confederate. This policy, intended by Hitler, is indisputable. Only the disfavored 
English policy of "balance of power" prevented this and as a result of this policy achieved the breakup of 
Europe, in addition to breaking up the strong power bloc of the Central Area, the German Reich. Only 
with the expansion of the Soviet sphere of influence did the Western powers realize that friends had 
become enemies. They 

soon realized that England and France alone were not in a position to stand up to the expansionist urge 
of the Soviets. The German militarists, who had previously been shunned and heretical, were suddenly 
in demand again and, as Winkelriede (in the Middle Ages, these were the men who, when two army 
units set up in lines clashed, pressed the enemy spears into their chests with wide-ranging arms in order 
to clear a lane for their comrades into the enemy front), were to help defend the western fringe of 
Europe, which was no longer defensible with the English and the French. My answer at that time 
within the framework of the Socialist Reich Party was an outright "No" and "Without us". We were 
then banned. We said no, although in our ranks at that time was militant Germany and we were 
anything but pacifists. Besides moral reasons of slandering the Wehrmacht, Dénitz, Kesselring, Sepp 
Dietrich and many others were still in Allied prisons, our rejection of rearmament within the framework 
of NATO had political reasons. At that time, when we were strong and powerful, the West had stabbed 
us in the back in the fight to preserve our freedom. They had not wanted to listen to our reference to the 
danger from the East and had dismissed it as an invention of the National Socialists. At that time we 
advocated an armed neutral Germany in order to make possible not the division but the reunification of 
Germany. We did not want to contribute to the construction of two fortress areas, in which the 
Germans faced each other on the front line with their bayonets in the forefront of two space alien 
powers, but to the dismantling of this world gigantic deployment. We believed that, as in the case of 
Austria, a partition of our country could have been avoided. Only the formation of NATO challenged 
the formation of the Warsaw Pact. Once again, a European hour of destiny was wasted because 
accumulated hatred and blindness were still too great and England and France had emerged from the 


war so weakened that they were once again unable to fulfill their European task. Who can deny that a 
European policy initiated at that time as a gradually developing policy of the third power outside the 
two world powers would have made our world somewhat safer? Such a policy would also have had a 
very different appeal to our Eastern European countries, not to mention the Third World. But it is too 
late for that today. Just as in 1939, the course was set differently over our heads by the world's powerful. 
The question is only how history will judge this time, should it come again without our will to the 
outbreak of such a confrontation, after which the two world wars are judged only as small skirmish? In 
contrast to those times, today we are in the nuclear age, in which wrong political decisions will have 
catastrophic effects. Poland was a trouble spot then as it is now. For the Reich at that time it was a 
matter of fulfilling a task vital to Europe, 386 of reviving the hitherto power-political, Central 
European vacuum with a cooperative political and economic reorganization, so that it could cope with 
its task as a powerful bulwark of Europe against the expected onslaught of communist salvationism and 
the expansion of the Russian power bloc. This unique European task, which moreover is still valid 
today, had been recognized by Hitler and all conditions for it had been as good as created. The only 
missing keystone was the required Polish partner, with whom it was practically only necessary to 
negotiate Danzig and the ridiculous passage through the corridor. To have prevented this with the 
English and French declaration of guarantee consciously with the intention to provoke a war, will have 
to be credited historically once to the two western powers. As peripheral states of Europe, they thus 
undermined the expected struggle for existence on this continent. To blame the pathetic result of the 
war for Europe only on Hitler is historically wrong and ridiculous. Nor will any historian be able to 
prove that the Reich had any planned campaign of conquest or sought to destroy other nations. This, as 
the outcome of the war proves, was reserved exclusively for Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin. Stalin may 
have felt himself to be a great patriarch during the war, forced to wage a defensive war against an 
alleged aggressor, but after the war he proved his true colors as an oppressor and tyrant by acting 
without scruple or hesitation towards his own people as well as towards the so-called liberated peoples, 
without transition from liberator to oppressor and conqueror. His successors have consistently continued 
this line in constant misjudgment of the balance of power in the whole world up to Afghanistan. It is 
demonstrable that Hitler displayed enormous patience at that time and waited. Only when he was 
confronted with the daily increasing Polish encroachments and mistreatment of the German minorities, 
intensified by the treaties of guarantee, and when he realized that the Anglo-French policy of 
encirclement with a possible military pact between the Western powers and the Soviets was approaching 
the climax of a war policy, did he reluctantly but in a flash intervene. Poland had blindly adopted an 
anti-German stance. The leadership and the people were increasingly coming apart at the seams. Under 
this condition, there was no longer any possibility of reaching a peaceful solution to the modest 
problems to be settled by the means of negotiation desired by Hitler. The daily louder war cries of the 
Western democracies forced Hitler 387 to break the intended stranglehold. I know from a series of 
conversations held with Hitler that his decision to take the road to Moscow was one of the most difficult 
of his life. 1 am absolutely certain that he felt the necessity forced upon him as a kind of Kanossa walk in 
accordance with his whole attitude and mentality. But equally I am also sure that he would have joined 
with the devil rather than let his uniquely created life's work, a Greater German Reich in its proper 
habitat, be shattered. While the English and French were still haggling in Moscow, Herr von 
Ribbentrop, equipped with Hitler's powers of attorney, appeared in the Soviet capital. In the shortest 
possible time, in the morning hours of August 24, 1939, backdated to August 23, a German-Soviet non- 
aggression pact, i.e. a defensive alliance, was concluded. This was the necessary response to the alliance 
coalition of the Western powers, which threatened Germany. When, practically within 24 hours, the 
German-Soviet agreement was signed, the world held its breath. Again, Hitler had success on his side. 


Many hoped that this would save peace, as Hitler had intended to do with this treaty. It was 
inconceivable to Hitler that Poland would now prove unwilling to negotiate. But the Poles could not 
grasp his logic, which he had so often demonstrated, and they continued to persist in chauvinism and 
megalomania. I Once again Hitler had cut the Gordian knot in a flash. The shock effect was short-lived. 
At first, the underdogs cried foul. Then came the outburst of rage at this humiliation, accompanied by 
the now familiar smear campaign. How could Hitler do such a thing? He of all people, who had 
convincingly portrayed himself as the uncompromising anti-Communist. The thesis of the word- 
breaking Hitler now got new impetus. How could Hitler do such a thing? The same man who was 
believed to have unjustified plans of conquest in Ukraine from his "Mein Kampf". How could Stalin do 
something like that? The Western powers, under pressure from Stalin, had agreed to a much more far- 
reaching military alliance of an offensive nature, throwing into the jaws of Stalin, some countries not 
belonging to them. Hitler had merely settled for a defensive non-aggression pact. If one knew Hitler, the 
reason was more than obvious. First, Hitler was never against anything, but in favor of a well thought- 
out solution to pending problems. Secondly, he was concerned with the preservation of peace. The 
insinuation, still propa 388 gated today for specious reasons, that the way was now clear for Hitler to 
conquer Poland, is nonsensical and easily refuted. Hitler believed himself certain that now, due to the 
changed situation, the Poles would give up their suicidal rampage and come back 

to the negotiating table for purely rational reasons. It was for this reason that this defensive alliance had 
been concluded. Because, if Hitler had wanted to conquer Poland and divide it up with Russia, as he had 
done three times before in history, then he could have concluded an aggressive military alliance, as the 
British and French did. But that was precisely what he did not want. Here again he proved to be the 
only European statesman of stature and vision. For him, an occupation of Poland with the Soviets, 
necessitated by the situation, and a surrender of large parts of Poland to the Soviets, would at the same 
time have meant a surrender of European soil to the Communist Soviets, and thus a step forward in the 
sense of the 

world revolution. For Hitler this was unthinkable. It is a misfortune and leads to misjudgements, if 
propaganda people and story writers inevitably always represent expired developments and events from 
the view of the event and make their wrong judgements. In truth, however, the assessment of historical 
events requires more than a superficial presentation, it requires a careful study of the sources, the 
available documentation of involved witnesses, a fair examination of the mentality and characters of the 
actors. A man who occupied the whole world and fascinated Germany cannot simply be dismissed as a 
fool and a criminal. Or has the world become so simple-minded that it no longer has any feeling for 
greatness, in whatever direction? Fortunately, today more and more sources and original documents are 
coming to light, which our victors withheld from us for a long time for understandable reasons. But it is 
the duty of the historians and also of the responsible politicians that the truth is not deliberately 
concealed and thus a picture of history is conveyed to the youth that is absolutely wrong. Is it not 
shameful for us Germans that it is always foreigners who make a correction of the hitherto accepted 
image of history, to whom one must pay the compliment of having served the truth? The German- 
Soviet non-aggression pact had a secret additional protocol in which a demarcation of mutual spheres of 
interest was stipulated, but with the explicit note "in case of territorial changes". Here one can recognize 
Hitler's handwriting and that is why the addition is always concealed. But it is this addition that is of 
decisive importance. Because if according to Hitler's will and his visible efforts to keep the peace 
succeeded, 389 any territorial changes were excluded with it. And that Hitler was anxious to keep the 
peace until the last day, I will prove in the chapter about the last days of peace. For this reason, the 
insinuation that keeps cropping up today that Hitler sacrificed the Baltic states and half of Poland to the 
Soviets by demarcating the spheres of interest as demanded by the Russians is factually incorrect and 


cannot be justified on the basis of the text of the treaty alone. Above all, however, those who were 
prepared to conclude a much more far-reaching military pact beforehand, in that they were willing to 
let the Soviets take on Germany in an expansive manner and to throw Romania, Poland and the Baltic 
states under the bus as their equivalent, have no moral or factual right whatsoever to reproach Hitler or 
Germany. It is precisely they who cannot be denied a certain responsibility and guilt, since they 
unintentionally forced Hitler into a negotiating situation which meant a question of survival for him 
and Germany. For this reason alone, Hitler was serious about the treaty and considered it necessary in 
order to avoid the war on two fronts that he so feared. Our contemporary historians and radio 
commentators will immediately interject here by saying, but Hitler let it come to a two-front war 
precisely by his later attack on Russia. As I will prove in the chapter "Reasons for the Russian 
Campaign", Hitler was forced to do this because the Soviets, by their behavior in the Balkans, took the 
first step towards breaking the treaty and then found themselves in the middle of a huge deployment 
against Europe, which was several times superior to our later attacking forces. Hitler was prepared, for 
reasons of survival, to put aside his fundamental misgivings about the Soviets, at least as long as the acute 
threat from the Western powers was present. Nevertheless, he was probably the only one of the 
statesmen acting at that time who knew that treaties would be kept, especially by the Soviets, only as 
long as their interests required it. Hitler knew better than anyone else that alliances and cooperation 
treaties could only serve to gain time from the Leninist-Stalinist world of thought, but that lies, slander, 
breaches of treaties, every kind of falsification of history with the guilt of the other side established from 
the outset belonged to the normal repertoire of the communist ideology of world revolution, i.e. to 
aggressive world domination. It was so then and it is the same today. The Soviets can only be met with 
uncompromising strength if one does not want to be eaten alive. As long as the Soviet 390 Union is not 
prepared to accept its revolutionary objective, namely world domination under its cut, there can be no 
reconciliation and no real peace, especially since today, thanks to the Western powers, the USSR, the 
only winner of the Second World War, has become, apart from its revolutionary objective, also in 
purely state terms, an enormous power bloc to which, as such, the predatory instincts given by nature 
are attached and which is in truth imperialist in two respects, on the ideological level and, just as on the 
state level, in terms of power politics. Only if the Soviets were asked to abandon and renounce their 
world-revolutionary creed in word, writing and deed, there would be hope for a turn in world politics 
and thus a balance within the fields of tension. Only the question arises whether Western-style 
capitalism is the appropriate means to convince a world. But Hitler knew that and was therefore able to 
assess and judge the Soviets better than today's capitalist states will ever be able to do. Hitler also knew 
that extreme capitalism of the American type and state capitalism of the Russian type stood opposite 
each other like fire and water and basically meant total irreconcilable confrontation, even if a temporary 
truce might seem advisable for reasons of expediency. Anti-social internationalism was a base on which 
both could meet, because on both sides sat the international brothers who threw the balls to each other. 
And these powerful people of the world helped to nurture, care for and raise this stubborn Bolshevik 
giant baby so that it would blossom, grow and prosper for its world proletarian task. This thus created 
unified mush would then be all the easier to control and suck out. To make comparisons between Hitler 
and Stalin, as one has often tried to do for defamation reasons, is not possible. Stalin was neither the 
creator of a world view, neither the executor of his own state ideas, nor the creator of the Soviet Union. 
What must be conceded to him without reservation is his outstanding quality as a cunning tactician and 
ice-cold calculator. In the style of a great director, he ruled the Soviet Union unrestrictedly for a 
lifetime. He was the brutal executor of the legacy he had inherited. Never will one discover in him the 
landmarks of a genius with the gifted spark of the gods. Hitler's achievement in working his way up 
from an unknown private in the First World War to the head of state of a nation of 80 million by his 


own efforts is indisputable and proves that he was toweringly superior to those around him in energy, 
mental agility and in his ability to win over and control people. There have certainly been enough 
people of this kind among prominent people, but they were not geniuses because they lacked the spark 
of the gods. But this spark is the emblem of a genius, which Hitler brought along in the form of a 
realizable idea. But to put it into practice was his historical achievement and proved his genius. While 
Stalin became as an extremely capable exponent of asocial internationalism, Hitler wanted to bring the 
volkisch peculiarities to the highest development and shaping. Stalin wanted to merge the peoples into a 
conglomerate, in order to be able to rule over the levelled peoples then all the better. Hitler strove for 
the return of Europe to its inherited values and began in Germany for this purpose with success to create 
the conditions for this occidental task, to preserve our inherited spiritual and cultural values and to bring 
them to the highest level of development. Even his critics were surprised how quickly, after overcoming 
all class-struggle ideas, a high standard of living arose and from an over-alienated, rapidly vanishing 
ability to exist in all fields of intellectual life, art and science, a civilizational and cultural blossoming 
emerged in just a few years. Who wants to prove conclusively today that his National Socialist ideas, 
meant in the purest sense of the word, did not prove themselves surprisingly quickly and well, and that, 
moreover, in an epoch of revolution, which must be measured by other standards than normal other 
processes of time? How else can the tremendous successes and the spirit that spoke from them be 
explained? To deny this today is an impossible attempt in the long run, which will cause much discord. 
Hitler had just not used either of the two existing ideologies and had gone his own way. Both sides 
looked enviously at the young Germany and rightly asked themselves how such a thing was possible. 
But both also saw in it a danger for their own countries, which were governed differently and more 
backwardly, and with that came the fear that their own subjects might make the same demands. In this 
sense, if one speaks of a worldwide danger 

of the intellectual spread of these theses and 

ideas coming from Italy and Germany, one cannot deny a certain truth content to it. From time 
immemorial, good ideas have also convinced others. But this has nothing to do with plans to conquer 
the world in the sense of conquering countries. I make these remarks because this new way of life and 
the convincing visible successes in which the workers, the peasants, the craftsmen, the bourgeoisie, civil 
servants, industrialists and scientists all pulled together and not only made demands but also voluntarily 
put their duties at the service of the cause. However, it was obvious that such a transformation and such 
an event, which was exclusively due to the performance of one man, set a spiritual limit to the 
expansionist aspirations of the communist Soviets in particular. Even today, it is incomprehensible to 
outsiders that on May 1, 1933, in formerly red Berlin, millions of workers voluntarily marched to the 
Tempelhoferfeld rally and broke out in storms of enthusiasm when Hitler spoke. Entire former "Red 
Front" units and combat alliance units of the Social Democrats still marched in part with their shawm 
bands together with the SA storm detachments. Overnight everything was forgotten and common spirit 
animated all. Previously unthinkable! Here, for the first time, a way of life appeared that was vastly 
superior to the communist one and that even the simple worker understood. Here, in a very short time, 
a spiritual defensive front against the world revolution was created. But this meant a deadly danger for 
the Soviets, since Germany had always been the key to world revolution for them. This danger, 
however, still had to be countered despite the concluded non-aggression pact and the later friendship 
treaty of 28.9.1939. The means was called annihilation up to the extermination of the people who 
convincingly started such a way of life and participated in it. Beat the fascists where you meet them, put 
into the world by the Soviets, is also today in the world the motto, which those to be slaughtered 
tomorrow have adopted from their own butchers. It is as simple as that and the world is as stupid as that. 
From these trains of thought Hitler could never believe in the reliability and duration of the treaties 


concluded with the Soviets. He saw in these treaties forced upon him by the West merely the political 
necessity of escaping an intended encirclement. Equally undoubtedly, he did not intend to break the 
concluded treaties on his own initiative as long as the warlike challenges of the Americans, the English 
and the French existed and he had to fear that his great life's work could be destroyed. Serious doubts 
came to him for the first time during the Poland campaign, when the Soviets knew how to redeem their 
"received bill of exchange" in a very lasting way. Already the cession of Eastern Poland up to the Bug, as 
well as the demand for the cession of Estonia and Latvia and parts of Bukovina 393 were painful 
demands for him as a European and could only be fulfilled under the constraint of circumstances. 
Furthermore, it had to be taken into account that Hitler knew very well that Germany was by no means 
prepared and equipped for a large-scale war. Above all, it lacked the raw materials necessary for such a 
war, which were vital for it to continue to obtain on the basis of the agreed economic treaties. Even on 
this occasion, Hitler was confronted with bone-headed pressure from the Soviets. Nevertheless, at least 
until mid-1940, he was not perturbed and was interested in the continuation of the treaties from his 
side. He was convinced at the time that Germany's military strength was currently sufficient to deter 
Russia from making further demands or even acting aggressively. Stalin and the CC of the Communist 
International But what was Stalin's view and how did he evaluate this pact? First of all, it must be 
clearly stated that due to the war policy of the Western powers, which was directed exclusively against 
Germany, Stalin found himself in the very strongest position. He could at any time choose between two 
possibilities. It was he who had the long leverage and from this position he could make his demands. He 
had already done this extensively with the English and the French, with his much more far-reaching 
demands for influence in the Balkans, access to the Mediterranean, and influence over Romania and 
Bulgaria. The difference was only that the latter were ready to meet all demands, while Hitler later, on 
the occasion of Molotov's visit to Berlin on November 12, 1940, rejected these claims out of a sense of 
European responsibility. This was a decisive turning point in German-Soviet relations. Can Hitler be 
blamed for this? I think not. Every politician drives his policy from the point of view of the space in 
which he was born and lived. That is quite natural. Hitler was Austrian by birth and therefore Habsburg. 
For centuries, Vienna's gaze has always been directed anxiously to the southeast when it was necessary to 
repel the onslaught of the Mongols and later of Islam. Thus, even from Hitler's point of view as an 
Austrian, it is understandable that no concessions could be made there in the interests of Europe. If he 
had been a Prussian, he might have acted differently from this point of view. But so what. No real 
European will be able to reproach him for standing up for European interests. 394 For Stalin, the 
conclusion of the treaties with Germany in no way invalidated his world revolutionary goals. For him, 
the non-aggression pact with the Reich was designed from the outset to gain time for his armaments or 
rearmaments on the basis of the German experience, so that he could invade Europe with concentrated 
force in due course. For this, a decisive weakening of the German defense force was necessary 
beforehand, which Stalin hoped would result from his warlike confrontation of the Western powers 
with Germany. The West did him the favor, too, only with the difference that the Soviets could not 
determine this moment, but Hitler beat them to it and pushed into an unimaginable military buildup 
and crushed these troops before they were ready to fight their intended battle of annihilation in the 
heart of Europe, on German territory and beyond on the Atlantic. The German army beat them by only 
two months. But I will report about this in particular. Here, too, Hitler, as it is simply stated from a 
backward point of view, did not want to pursue a planned policy of conquest, but was compelled by an 
instinct of self-preservation to wage a preventive war. Russia was disappointed that the French 
campaign had passed so quickly and without any significant weakening of the German army. Now 
Stalin hoped for an energy-sapping landing of the German army in England and thus a long-term 
commitment of German forces, in order to then be able to reap cheap laurels. Thus it then had to fight 


mercilessly itself and pay its later victory, which was possible only by the enormous American and 
English weapon assistance in crucial hour, with an enormous blood toll. But nothing was given to the 
Germans either. Not for Hitler, but for Stalin, according to his own statements, "the Second World 
War had begun in political terms on January 30, 1933." If this thesis is still propagated today, also by the 
bourgeois center, then one cannot spare them the reproach that they make use of Stalin's words 
unchecked and little critically even now, although they do not want to know anything about 
communism. That this thesis continues to be spread by the eternal communists is not surprising because 
it comes from the ranks of the communist resistance. And if one does not want to deny the opponent the 
necessary respect for his achievement, one must historically note and acknowledge that the only really 
serious resistance to Hitler and thus to Germany came almost exclusively from the ranks of the 
Communists. This, however, is further proof that Stalin never took the German-Soviet non-aggression 
pact seriously, let alone the friendship agreement of September 28, 1939. It is significant that this 
friendship agreement is scrupulously concealed in all recent Soviet literature. Even if, on the surface, 
official agitation against Germany was somewhat curtailed after the signing of the agreement, at no time 
did the underground and partisan struggle, which was contrary to international law, cease. On the 
contrary, in accordance with the guidelines of the Central Committee of the Communist International, 
in which Mr. Wehner also played a decisive role, it was continued and intensified on a broad scale. 
Although Stalin had repeatedly encouraged Hitler to wage war in the West, however, the lightning 
actions against Poland, Denmark, Norway, Holland, Belgium, and France went too fast for him; above 
all, he was disappointed that these actions had not produced the hoped-for blood toll and thus weakened 
the German army. "Stalin saw an opportunity in 1939 to weaken Hitler before the coming attack on 
Russia by encouraging him to wage war in the West." ("Die Welt" 1958, Dec. 11, p. 6, interview with 
Walter Lippmann) With this quotation, one must judge Hitler's intention, proven by nothing, to attack 
Russia as an agitation of purpose. For how else could Stalin show himself genuinely "surprised" when 
the German army on June 22. 

1941 on the basis of Stalin's preparations for the attack? In any case, it is historically certain that Stalin 
had communist combat groups and partisan units set up and fight in the rear in all occupied countries. 
All this was done in violation of the Non-Aggression Pact and the Friendship Agreement, and in 
violation of international law. The statements of M. I. Semirjaga in his book "The Second World War 
and Proletarian Internationalism" p. 11 to 17 bear witness to this; "the basic strategic tasks of the 
workers remained 

unchanged during the entire course of the war. They consisted in destroying fascism, but above all its 
Hitlerite manifestation as the greatest and most dangerous obstacle on the road of the peoples to peace, 
to social progress, to socialism..." Although the strategic line of the communist parties remained 
unchanged during the years of the Second World War, the tactical forms of the struggle of the working 
class changed according to the concrete historical circumstances present at this or that stage of the war. 
The tactics of the communist parties had been determined by the CC of the Communist International. 
It issued a call in October 1939 in which the war was characterized as imperialist on both sides of the 
groups fighting at that time. The appeal contained the slogan: "No support for the poli 396 tics of the 
ruling class.... In connection with the invasion of France by the German fascist conquerors, the French 
Communists changed their tactical position. At the end of May 1940, the Communist Party adopted a 
declaration on the struggle with the foreign conquerors and the national traitors. The Communist Party 
Manifesto of July 10, 1940 was the first call for the unfolding of the anti-Hitler war. It laid the 
foundation for the resistance movement of the French people. At the end of 1940, the Communists 
became the organizers of the first militant groups that unfolded their struggle in 1941. It was the 
gathering of the patriotic anti-fascist forces.... The communists everywhere encouraged and were the 


organizers of the patriotic movements for the creation of an anti-fascist united front for the unfolding of 
the resistance. In such countries as Poland, Holland, Norway, Denmark, Czecho-Slovakia, Yugoslavia, 
Greece and others, armed cadres were raised to fight against foreign conquerors. The military defeat of 
many European countries and their occupation by the Hitlerite troops in the spring of 1940, that is, 
before the outbreak of war with Russia, created new circumstances for the communist parties in the 
struggle for the unity of the working class against fascism." Here it is proved that Soviet Russia, through 
its worldwide arm of the CC of the Communist International, broke treaties and began to challenge the 
war, and then forced Hitler, with his strategic deployment in 1941 of over 210 divisions, to smash the 
"Russian steamroller" before it could break into Europe. Moreover, one recognizes in these remarks the 
planned preparation, contrary to international law and criminal, of the sniper and partisan fight to which 
the German armies, which demonstrably fought a fair, honorable fight that spared the civilian 
population, were subjected. That this system of assassination challenged sharp countermeasures in 
accordance with international law of war was the self-evident consequence of this unlawful and 
therefore criminal brutality of these activities started by the communists in accordance with their 
Leninist creed. Therefore, they have no right to complain that they were repulsed by the German army 
with full justification. They were the challengers and thus the ones responsible for the brutalization of 
the war, which Hitler never wanted, and which then inevitably resulted in such events as Lidice, 
Oradour and Kappler enterprises in Rome. Only one should not confuse cause and effect here. Whoever 
shoots and murders from ambush in civilian clothes is a dead man, and if he does not turn himself in, he 
irresponsibly endangers his fellow countrymen, who, according to the old custom of war, then have to 
answer for it as hostages. But this is precisely what is desired in order to be able to poison the atmosphere 
further. The systematic brutalization of the war with more and more increasing measures and 
countermeasures has only been triggered by the communist ideology. If one knows that the Soviets, 
according to available statistics, let the unimaginable number of 143 million people jump over the blade 
in their cleansing and so-called pacification actions, and if one sees what happens in the course of further 
pacification actions of the communists in Vietnam, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Angola, Afghanistan, to name 
only a few, one can easily calculate what would happen if Europe had to experience another 
confrontation with this world revolution, which God forbid. Only I fear that the tribunal in 
Nuremberg, where the victors arrogated to themselves the right to pronounce justice over the 
vanquished, has only set signs insofar as the next war will be waged even more brutally up to the point 
of extermination, in order not to be judged once again as the vanquished by the victor. Unfortunately, 
the world today has not yet reached the point where it has adopted the vaunted human rights and the 
basic rights of indivisible freedom in the masses. Despite the lovable Russian people, whom we Germans 
in particular learned to appreciate and respect during the war, who just like us appreciate and long for 
freedom and human rights, this people, with over 50% of the most diverse minorities, is led and 
oppressed by an iron-fisted ruling class endowed with all privileges and sworn to completely different 
ideals. This leadership class, already inherited in the 3rd generation, is perhaps the only well- 
functioning, bone-headed aristocracy that knows its mission and is also prepared to die for it. Whether 
this is also true today for the decadent world of the West seems to me at least doubtful. In any case, 
nothing or too little is being done in the Western world to create an elite that is even remotely equal. 
But such an elite will be crucial in the future, if we don't want to miss out completely. Let us not 
deceive ourselves, conflicts and warlike events will, as every day proves once again, be unavoidable in 
the future as well, despite all the fine words, especially since the great conflicts will be spiritual- 
ideological conflicts. But these are no longer chivalrous games; they are waged with a pathological 
brutality by those who are obsessed with dreams of humanity and who do not want to accept any other 
opinion. They are, as it were, religious wars, as we experienced them in Europe almost 300 years ago, 


with the result that only a third of the German population survived. Stalin was only interested in 
achieving war at any price in the interest of world revolution. On the very day of the signing of the 
German-Soviet non-aggression pact, he declared in a secret meeting before the members of the 
Politburo: "I have the conviction that if we continue the alliance with France and Great Britain, 
Germany will be forced to retreat before Poland. In this way war will be avoided. But events will then 
take on a dangerous character for us. If, on the other hand, we accept the proposals, the intervention of 
France and Britain will become inevitable. In any case, we must stay away from the conflict. This is 
what our interests demand. Accordingly, we must accept the German proposal and, politely rejecting it, 
send the English and French missions home again! It is essential for us that this war breaks out. We must 
strengthen the communist work in order to be well prepared for the moment when the conflict will find 
its end." Also the Soviet ambassador in London Maiski, confirms in his book "Who helped Hitler" on 
page 194 that Stalin was already convinced of the "inevitability of war" during the signing of the non- 
aggression pact. He puts it this way: "the Soviet government had never considered the Soviet-German 
agreement of 23. 8.1939 as a completed act". This alleged inevitability of the war can only mean that 
Stalin considered it inevitable because he wanted it. Hitler had not given him any reason for such an 
insinuation. Hitler's "Lebensraumestrebungen" in the East from his book "Mein Kampf", written in 
1925, which are quoted again and again by interested parties today, are downright childish and 
absolutely worthless for a historian. Once this book was written in a cell in Landsberg, when Hitler was 
at stage zero of his political struggle and he was still a small provincial politician. At that time, he could 
never know, even in his most artistic dreams, that he would one day become the leader and chancellor 
of the IQ. Reich would become. This book was an internal party battle pamphlet. The Lebensraum 
question was therefore raised by him in order to reassure France in particular that he had no ambitions 
whatsoever with regard to the reclamation of Alsace-Lorraine in the interest of European peace. 
Moreover, there is no mention of a conquest. 399 Moreover, since when is it customary that any stories 
uttered in puberty years are later charged to a mature man in a responsible position? 

in a responsible position? Everybody knows that man grows in the measure in which he is confronted 
with big and biggest tasks, likewise that he gains completely different realizations and perceptions. Why 
is one not ready to concede this also to Hitler? Because, as is known, Hitler himself said several times 
that he would not have written this book in the form he did if he had known that he would one day be 
the leader of the German Reich. He regretted that his duties did not leave him time to correct certain 
passages or to present his thoughts and legacy in a new book. Finally, I would like to close the chapter 
on the Stalin Pact with the remarks of the German historian Udo Walendy from "Truth for Germany" 
on page 375: "Not the person of Adolf Hitler, not the content of his ideas, not individual measures of 
the Reich government were value measures for the Communists. The mere fact that he did not place 
himself at the disposal of the Moscow plans for world revolution and recognized Marxism-Leninism as 
the last word in wisdom was sufficient to condemn him, his party and finally the German people led by 
him summarily as criminals, aggressors, conspirators, imperialists, militarists, capitalists, 

etc. The ability to put a stop to communist infiltration is enough for the communist system to launch a 
ruthless and worldwide campaign of defamation and lies. Millions of people are forced by virtue of the 
rule structure of communism to recognize the so founded valuations as "scientifically proven truths", as 
"spiritual common property of mankind" and to stake their lives for them! It corresponds to the 
communist tactics to take one opponent (read: non-communist opponent) after the other under 
propagandistic drum fire and to involve the remaining "capitalist states" with "all tricks and dodges" in 
the striving to defeat this immediate opponent. This does not surprise the expert that exactly the same 
methods of defamation and the same slogans which were used against the German Reich were applied 
to the United States of America after the Second World War. The communists openly say that they 


themselves consider lies, slanders, breaches of treaties, falsifications of history to be moral, provided they 
serve their interests, ie., the world revolution. Here the untenability and the dangerousness of the value 
basis from which the com 400 munists start is shown. By immediately accusing everyone of 'guilt' and 
even threatening him with liquidation who does not think in Marxist-Leninist and then still Stalinist 
lines of thought and submits to Moscow's will, by stamping every non-Communist from the outset as 
an aggressor and enemy of peace, it is impossible to promote peace, solve any national problems, create 
international confidence, and certainly not construct any 'principles of law'." The German Plan of 
Operations against Poland After the Polish refusal to negotiate seriously, the threat that any change 
would mean war, after the provocative British declaration of guarantee and the now recognizable 
encirclement policy of the Western powers, Hitler, after waiting another four weeks, gave orders to the 
High Command of the Wehrmacht on April 3, 1939, to work out a plan of operations against Poland 
which would make it possible to intervene against further provocations at any time after September 1. 
This was, by its nature, a secret order. All measures were designed for a contingency and were to be 
prepared without a spectacular mobilization. While at that time the Poles had already announced a 
partial mobilization of their army for no reason at all on the basis of the British guarantee, Hitler had an 
operational plan drawn up first. To prepare such a plan means that there was none at all. Here, too, the 
question arises as to how such a fact can be reconciled with the plans of aggression and world conquest 
that Hitler repeatedly claimed. Nor can one infer from the drawing up of such an operational plan, 
which incidentally was called the "White Case", the intention or the will to take aggressive action 
against Poland, as is repeatedly done. This was a precautionary measure, as any general staff of a country 
is wont to take and is legitimate. Nor can one read or construct a decision to go to war from such an 
order. It was a self-evident precautionary measure made necessary by the change in the situation 
imposed by the Poles. It means a minimum of what any other state in the same situation would have 
dutifully done. Nor were any political war aims mentioned or envisaged. In contrast, Poland had 
demonstrably had operational plans in place from the time of its existence concerning the acquisition of 
Danzig, East Prussia, and territories up to the Oder River. 401 According to Clausewitz, war is the 
continuation of politics by other means. Hitler's policy was based on a willingness to negotiate and a 
desire to reach a peaceful settlement with Poland. As late as 11.4.1939, an additional instruction from 
Hitler went to the Operations Department that this plan was to serve only as a precaution in case the 
Poles continued to take a threatening attitude against the Greater German Reich. This precautionary 
measure was undoubtedly justified by the alliance system created by France and England. For already on 
February 6, 1939, Chamberlain had said in a statement before the House of Commons, i.e., even before 
the invasion of Prague, that in the event of a threat to "vital interests" England would give military 
support to the French government "without reservation." Conversely, Bonnet, the French Foreign 
Minister, had made a statement identical to that later made in the case of the Polish guarantee, and, 
quite unusually, the question of the aggressor was completely omitted. This was all the more alarming 
for a start of the war, since England was uncontrollably becoming dependent on France, which was in a 
military alliance with Poland, the Soviets and Czechoslovakia, which still existed at that time. The 
conceivable consequence of such a far-reaching system could be a general war, if, for example, Czecho- 
Slovakia attacked Germany. In such a case, all five countries, the USSR, England, Poland and France, 
together with Czecho-Slovakia, would have had to invade Germany. Here, too, the legitimate question 
arises as to who was actually the one threatened. But clearly Germany. With such an arrangement, one 
can really no longer speak of peace initiatives to soften the fronts, but one must clearly recognize a 
deliberate war policy here. After England had already decided, as mentioned, on 10.10.1938 on universal 
conscription and the establishment of 16 divisions, the introduction of national voluntary service was 
decided on 23 January 1939 as a further preparation for war. Likewise, England's readiness was declared 


to intervene militarily in the event of threatened vital interests of unnamed European countries on the 
continent. This, too, was an unusual act, namely an interference in the affairs of foreign countries such as 
could not be imagined more provocative. The same situation would be evoked today if the Federal 
Republic were to declare that it would militarily support any Eastern bloc state if it occurred to the 
Soviets to interfere in the event of internal unrest. If that is not war policy, I do not know how else to 
call such behavior. 402 Regarding the "White Case," the testimony of Field Marshal Keitel at the 
Nuremberg trial is available: "Hitler repeatedly assured us that he in no way wanted a war with Poland, 
and that he would never let it come to that if there was any fear of intervention by France, in the spirit 
of his treaties with the East." (W. Gérlitz "Keitel Criminal or Officer" p. 207). It was England, not 
Hitler, who brought about the European reversal of fortune, although Germany had threatened neither 
England nor Poland. On the contrary, Hitler continued to solicit friendship with England, had made the 
most extensive offers to Poland, while Britain did everything imaginable to aggravate tension, such as 
the blank check for Poland, approval of Polish terrorist measures against the German minorities, 
encirclement policy, Tilea lie and other insinuations of Hitler up to the advanced plans of conquest. The 
Poland-France Military Agreement Another step towards war came from France. The French Foreign 
Minister Bonnet was well aware of the warmongering emanating from Poland. As late as 5 May 1939, 
the Polish Foreign Minister Beck had turned things upside down in a speech before the Sejm in view of 
Hitler's generous and magnanimous proposals. With the words "we Poles do not recognize the concept 
of peace at any price" or I insist on the name "Province of Pomerelia". The word corridor is an artificial 
invention; for this is an old Polish land with an insignificant percentage of German colonists. With this, 
he discarded any desire for understanding, excelled himself in a cynicism hardly imaginable, and openly 
let his will for war be known. Shaking his head, Bonnet heard the opinion of the Polish ambassador 
Lukasiewicz, who was accredited in Paris: "We fear nothing. Russia will not allow Germany to touch 
us, Germany will prevent Russia from doing anything to us." (C. J. Burckhardt 

"My Danzig Mission" p. 353). In spite of this, or precisely because of it, a military agreement was 
concluded between France and Poland on May 17, 1939, according to which the French General Staff 
undertook to break through the "Siegfried Line" on the 15th day after the beginning of the war. This 
was the West Wall, which was still under construction. France had thus accommodated the Polish 
desire for a war of aggression with Berlin as the target. Moreover, Lukasiewicz urged the fixation of a 
403 secret clause "that Danzig was of vital importance to Poland." This really says it all and deliberately 
sought to create irreconcilable conflicts. Bonnet writes on page 223 of his book, Before the Catastrophe, 
"It seemed to me that Beck's subtle game was to exploit the Franco-British bond in order to coax one of 
us, with the help of the other, into the conclusion of ever more comprehensive and unequivocal 
commitments." But Bonnet, despite his shaking of the head and the above subsequent realization, did 
nothing to prevent the disaster that lay on his hands. He was simply no match for the English and 
personally too weak and lacking in energy. He knew very well, as did Herr Beck, that with their 
agreement they broke both the German-Polish and the French-Polish friendship treaties with Hitler 
without hesitation. For France this was all the more shameful, since the renunciation of Alsace-Lorraine 
had only come about under a lasting friendship between France and Germany. Bonnet, however, played 
along and very convincingly supported the megalomaniac "GroBmachtspolitik" of a Mr. Beck without 
any real flinter background, as was soon to become apparent. On the same plane lies another example 
indicative of Beck's arrogance. On July 5, Beck, on occasion of the preparation of the text on Polish 
foreign policy to be delivered in the English House of Commons by Chamberlain, asked the 

Foreign Secretary Halifax to delete the following phrase: "that the Polish Government as such would 
conduct talks with Germany objectively but in good faith." This actually happened when Chamberlain 
spoke in the House of Commons on July 10. (M. Gilbert u. R. Gott "Der gescheiterte Frieden", p. 200 


and Doc. 236 Vol. VI DBFP) Already from this one can see that Poland did not intend to show good 
will at all, and, by the fact that England agreed to this deletion, gave the proof that she was also 
deliberately heading for war. Only we dumb Germans today are convinced of the contrary and make 
unjustified policy of submission instead of representing with dignity our right, which has always been 
trampled on by others. Another disruptive attempt by England to break Italy out of the Axis From 
January 11 to 13, 1939, important meetings took place in Rome between Mussolini and his Foreign 
Minister Ciano, on the one hand, and Chamberlain with his Foreign Minister Halifax, on the other. 
Here, the British were primarily concerned with intimidating Mussolini 404 and breaking up the Axis 
community by sowing mistrust. Here Mussolini very forcefully represented his and Hitler's point of 
view of maintaining peace in the interest of all civilization. He regretted that after Munich an agreed 
cooperation of the four powers involved in keeping the peace had unfortunately failed to materialize. He 
referred to his earlier proposals of 1933 to conclude a four-power friendship and consultation pact 
between the four powers, England, France, Italy and Germany, as well as to his futile efforts at 
disarmament. He also expressed his personal opinion that it should be desirable for all states to find a 
solution to the vexed Jewish question by establishing their own sovereign Jewish state, also in the 
interest of the Jews, an idea that Hitler also supported and therefore had Jewish educational institutions 
established and financed, in order to strengthen the national consciousness of the Jews in addition to 
technical training for this project. Mussolini also openly expressed his concern about the new 
confrontational policy adopted by England towards Germany, which excluded any understanding. As 
the English and Italian minutes show, Chamberlain replied that after much deliberation he had changed 
his mind about Germany at the end of 1938 because the German attitude had disappointed him. 
However, he by no means defined his reasons. He probably could not well do so, since at that time there 
were no political reasons whatsoever that would have justified it. The foreign policy situation was the 
same as at the time of Munich. Nor could he well admit that this change was merely due to the pressure 
of the warmongers from his own country and from America had in the meantime worn him down. In 
connection with the recent strange demonstration in the Italian Chamber of Deputies, where demands 
had been made for Corsica, Tunis and Nice, thus souring the French-Italian relationship, Mussolini said 
that this had been a spontaneous expression of will on the part of a few deputies, which had no decisive 
significance whatsoever and could be dispelled. Then the conversation turned to Germany. Here the old 
English game again became apparent. He claimed that Germany wanted to create an independent 
Ukraine and was preparing an attack on England, Poland, France and the Soviet Union. These 
statements put Mussolini in real astonishment, since he was very well oriented about Hitler's intentions 
based on close cooperation. He vigorously denied these rumors as such and referred to the present 
German state of armament, which was sufficient only for defense but never for offensive undertakings. 
405 Chamberlain hypocritically denied this and claimed, equally untruthfully, that England's 
rearmament was only for defense against Germany. After Chamberlain then added that he was also 
aware of Germany's military preparations against Italy, it was clear to the Duce what game England 
intended to play. In order to further impress the Italian leader, he referred to the present readiness of 
England and France to fight, which, in contrast to 1938, was now given. Mussolini again denied the 
assertion that the Reich had rearmed excessively and mentioned in this connection the enormous 
rearmament of the Russian army, which now maintained a peacetime army of 2 million soldiers and 
amounted to more than three times the German army. Germany's defensive planning had to be seen in 
this light as well. It is interesting that in the English minutes the defensive requirements of the Germans 
against the Russians were omitted, as well as the assessment of the Soviet army in contrast to 
Chamberlain, who thought that the arrest and execution of 20,000 Soviet officers by Stalin had so 
weakened the Russian army for the unforeseeable future that it was no longer a factor to be taken 


seriously. At the same time, even during this conference, the "Krasnaya Zvezda" (Red Star) had called 
for the victory of communism over the whole world. "Solemnly Mussolini declared that Hitler never 
harbored hostile plans against the West", also Hitler did not want "any dismemberment of Russia", 
although for the Russian population the end of communism would be a true blessing. This, however, 
left the former communist enemy Chamberlain, due to his political reorientation, ice-cold and passed 
over this remark of the Duce. Mussolini was further surprised by the British prime minister's remark 
that there would soon be a tightening of relations between Germany and Poland. At that time this was 
an unmistakable wish of the British, but as yet unsupported by any facts. On the contrary, at this hour 
the British feared nothing more than a natural rapprochement of the two states, of which Mussolini was 
also convinced. The version played to the Duce that Germany need not fear a coalition of overwhelming 
strength, in view of Russia's present weakness, did not hold water with Mussolini, and he again tried to 
influence Chamberlain and his Foreign Secretary to dissuade both from the delusion of an anti-England 
or anti-French German policy. Ultimately, he said, the German West Wall, which had just been built 
for defensive purposes, was a convincing proof of Hitler's peacefulness toward the West. In response to 
Chamberlain's objection as to why Hitler did not publicly express his desire for peace, the Duce referred 
to Hitler's repeated statements, most recently in his New Year's Declaration, "in which the German 
Fiihrer once again expressed his ardent desire for the continuation of peace in Europe. Mussolini 
informed the German ambassador, von Mackensen, of all the details of this conversation and expressed 
"that he felt himself, as it were, advocate for the German cause before a British court." This formulation 
says everything to be able to grasp the conference, which had been coordinated to confront the British. 
Even Mussolini's reference to the obvious failures of the Czechs to have broken away from Soviet ties or 
to pursue a neutral policy left the English premier untouched. Both leaders agreed only that there was 
still einges to be done with regard to the final determination of the frontiers by the International 
Boundary Commission before discussions could be held on the guarantee of that state. Mussolini had the 
impression that for all these questions little interest was shown on the part of the 

Premier little interest was shown. The result of this parley was less satisfactory for Mussolini, who, 
while expressly emphasizing the respect of the Anglo-Italian pact concluded on April 16, 1938, 
considered equally important the Axis alliance with Germany. For the English, however, this visit was 
more gratifying. For they hoped that this attempt at intimidation would keep Italy out of a coming war, 
which was indeed the case at first, until France unexpectedly collapsed in 1940 and the Italians got their 
hopes up for victory trophies. Italy, like Hitler, believed in an easy peace after the fall of France and 
Norway, and Italy thought it had secured a vote at that conference. The conference, however, had 
clearly shown that England had rejected the hand of peace toward Germany and had gone on an 
implacable course of confrontation with Germany. The position of Italy as an imperial power was 
accepted on the ground of complete equality by the British with their Empire, since, as is well known, 
both countries were masters of undeveloped races. Hitler's claim, however, to the restriction of his 
domain on the Continent, with which Hitler had settled and been satisfied, was not admitted, and from 
it a cause of war was constructed which, in the judgment before history, will bring the English under 
indictment, especially because of the ghastly result of this mistaken English policy. All this was done 
without Germany coming into collision with English interests and having virtually renounced any 
flying of her flag outside Europe. 407 VII] CHAPTER HITLER'S INTENSIVE PEACE EFFORTS 
DURING THE LAST DAYS OF PEACE THE WAR BREAK Hitler's global offer of friendship to 
England The book published by Mrs. Anneliese von Ribbentrop according to British secret documents, 
"Documents of British Policy (DBFP)," in the Druffel Publishing House under the title "Who Wanted 
the War?" gives some very interesting insights. I can only quote some of the essentials here. As already 
mentioned in another context before, contrary to today's propagated account, that Hitler saw or used 


the German-Russian non-aggression pact of August 23, 1939 as a starting shot for a long before planned 
war of aggression, does not correspond to the historical truth. On the contrary, Hitler hoped, as he 
confirmed to me in August 1944, when I was responsible for his security as a combat commander at his 
headquarters, that by concluding this treaty he could induce Poland to give in and force it to come to 
the conference 

table for a peaceful solution of the only minor problems at hand. Hitler said to me at that time in 
answer to my questions in this regard: "this horrible war, which I did not want and which was forced 
upon me, destroys all my plans for reform, which were only in their beginnings and which were my 
highest and most ardent aim to form for the German people." Hitler knew the arrogance, the delusion, 
the megalomania of the Polish leadership only too well to expect from it too much insight into the 
given realities. He knew that since the irresponsible declaration of guarantee by the British to the Poles, 
the key of reason could only be sought in London. The German Reich Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop 
therefore suggested to Hitler, as a last attempt to prevent a warlike confrontation, that he negotiate with 
England and try everything to reach an agreement with London. Hitler immediately agreed and on 25 
Aug. 39 at 1:30 p.m., in the presence of Ribbentrop, received the 408 British ambassador, Sir Nevile 
Henderson, in the Reich Chancellery. He made England a global offer of friendship and asked the 
ambassador to fly to London the same day. In this connection he referred to the powerlessness of the 
Warsaw government and its inability to maintain order in its own country. The offer said, "Polish acts 
of provocation have become intolerable, no matter who is responsible... Last night there had again been 
21 new border incidents; on the German side the greatest discipline had been maintained... In addition, 
commercial airplanes were fired upon. .. Germany was determined under all circumstances to eliminate 
the chaotic conditions on its eastern border, not only in the interests of peace and order, but also in the 
interests of European peace.... He Hitler affirms the British Empire and is prepared to commit himself 
personally for its continuance and to use the strength of the German Reich for this purpose if its colonial 
demands, which are limited and can be negotiated peacefully, find fulfillment, being prepared to set a 
further date.... He does not demand of England the surrender of her French obligations, nor could he in 
his turn remove himself from Italian obligations.... He never again wishes to enter into conflict with 
England.... And would also be willing to accept a reasonable limitation of armaments.... A border 
correction in the West was out of the question. The West Wall, built with billions, was the final Reich 
border to the west. If the British Government were to consider this idea, a boon might result for 
Germany and also for the British Empire. If it rejected this idea, there would be war. In no case would 
Great Britain emerge stronger from this war; the last war had already proved this." (FBFP VII, No. 284, 
Files IV, Doc. 265). Recording Secretary Dr. Schmidt. This conversation lasted about 1 hour. To 
Henderson's credit, it must be said that, unlike Halifax, he was not one of the warmongers, but did 
everything within his limited means to prevent war from occurring. He immediately informed his 
government by telephone that Hitler had just submitted important proposals to him with the request 
that they be handed over immediately to the British government in person. From the document DBFP 
VH, No. 312 it can be seen that Henderson had already told Halifax about Hitler's surprising invitation 
in a private letter before this conversation. Moreover, on the same day, also in a personal letter to 
Cadogan, Henderson warned his government of the dangerous path it had now taken. It says there 409 
in Document DBFP VH, No. 313: "Last year we led the Czechs to ruin and this March we led the Poles 
down the same road, ad nauseam." Immediately after his telephone conversation with his government, 
Henderson sent a telegram, as shown by the documents, summarizing Hitler's "communication" to the 
effect "that the Polish question must first be settled, after which he would make an offer to England. 
Hitler also pledged himself personally for the permanent continuance of the British Empire." The 
Undercutting of this Offer by Hitler through Halifax's Snub by Ratification of the Treaty of Guarantee 


How much at this point, in contrast to Hitler, Lord Halifax was attuned to war and thus incurred a 
great deal of guilt before history, is evidenced by two facts. First, the instruction issued on August 25 at 
3:30 p.m., ie., after the receipt of the telephone conversation and the telegram, from the British 
Ambassador Henderson -from Halifax to his Ambassador accredited in Paris, Sir Eric Philipps, for the 
French Government, with the following content: "1. Please explain immediately to the French 
Government that we must now coordinate our course of action without delay in the event that we 
would have to fulfill our obligations to Poland, i.e., in the event of a German violation of Polish 
territory, which Poland would resist. In this case His Majesty's Government would propose to require 
that the German Government should stop its troops within a fixed period and declare its readiness to 
enter into negotiations, failing which His Majesty's Government would have to take all necessary steps 
to fulfill its obligations to Poland at the expiration of the period. 3. I would be glad to learn as soon as 
possible that the French Government agrees with us, so that in the given case there will be no confusion 
and no loss of time." (DBFP VII, No. 278). Second, at 5:30 p.m., the ratification of the Anglo-Polish 
Guarantee Treaty was announced by radio. This could only be taken as a snub of Hitler's proposals. In 
Germany, this pact had to be taken "as a challenge and an emphatic declaration by the British 
government that it did not desire a peaceful solution." (Birger Dahlem's "The Last Attempt," Munich 
1948 p. 54 f.). What is remarkable about the telegram intended for the French government is that 
Halifax does not mention Hitler's offer with a single word, but simply presupposes that Poland will 
resist despite Hitler's peace efforts and his offer of friendship. Instead of negotiating right away, as Hitler 
demanded, they apparently want to let it come to conflict and then demand that the troops be halted so 
that negotiations can then take place. An unusual procedure! Hitler, on the other hand, continued to 
show his good will for the preservation of peace when, after the announcement of the Anglo-Polish 
treaty of guarantee, he, at the instigation of his foreign minister, revoked his order to march, given on 23 
Aug. 39, to the 

March order to standby areas stopped. Here, too, legend always speaks of an order to attack already 
given, whereas in reality it was only a matter of advancing the troops into the ready rooms, from which 
the final order to attack could then have been given if the political situation should require it. At 10:04 
a.m. on 8/26/39 Halifax received a telephone message from his Ambassador Philipps in Paris that the 
French Government was in agreement with the previous day's proposals. It is necessary to say one more 
word about the release of troop movements ordered on 8/23, which was then halted at 6:15 p.m. on 
8/25. When this order was issued, Hitler had ordered from the outset that the halting of the troops had 
to be guaranteed at any time by a counter-order (F. Lenz "Nie wieder Miinchen", Vol. 1, p. 304). 
Already from this it is clear that Hitler by no means wanted a war in any case. He rather wanted to use 
the military means of pressure, as it was quite common among powerful politicians at that time, in order 
to get the Poles to the desired negotiating table with the help of the English. It certainly played a role 
that Hitler took into account a certain shock effect, triggered by the conclusion of the German-Soviet 
non-aggression pact negotiated on August 23, for a more inclined readiness to negotiate. For the 
assessment of war guilt, it is not apparent military measures but the political objective that is decisive. 
411 Mussolini's Behavior For Hitler, however, not only the ratification of the Anglo-Polish Garande 
Treaty was a bitter disappointment, but also the behavior of his friend Mussolini, which was virtually 
tantamount to "treason," since the Duce did not behave in accordance with Hitler's intentions. Keitel 
remembers this as follows: Then came only the deepest cause of his disappointment at Mussolini's 
‘betrayal’. He said, for example: "Of course, London has long since heard that Italy does not want to take 
part, now England's attitude will stiffen decisively and strengthen Poland's back. The political success of 
my letter is exactly the opposite of my expectations.' What had happened? Attolico had likewise given 
Mussolini's reply to Hitler on Aug. 25. In this letter Mussolini had made the fulfillment of his alliance 


obligations dependent on unfulfillable demands on the part of Germany such as 6 million tons of coal, 2 
million tons of steel, 7 million tons of oil, 150 hook batteries pp. Hitler had to reckon with the fact that 
England was aware of Italy's attitude and thus saw no reason to give in. Since May 22, 1939, the so- 
called Steel Pact existed between Germany and Italy. This alliance publicly called for the two nations to 
stand together if one of them got into a conflict situation despite peaceful intentions. As late as August 
13, the Italian Foreign Minister Ciano had confirmed this commitment. Mussolini had also approved 
the conclusion of the German-Soviet pact and, like Hitler, saw in it a means of maintaining peace. 
Against this, the Italian ambassador in Berlin, Bernardo Attolico, intrigued by trying to dampen the 
Duce's loyalty complex toward Hitler by advising against hasty steps. Thus, he inaccurately and 
purposively reported Henderson's conversation with Hitler in negative terms about his assumption that 
Hitler intended to issue an ultimatum to Poland the next day. He also made the mendacious assertion 
that von Ribbentrop 

was in doubt as to the reliability of the German-Soviet pact and felt that his hopes had been deceived. 
The purpose of his report was to prevent Mussolini from giving his full support to the Reich under the 
obligations of the Steel Pact. Hitler in no way expected Italy to participate in the Polish conflict, but 
only to make a political declaration of solidarity in order to have a better negotiating position vis-a-vis 
England. Mussolini's answer was not an open denial of the alliance, which would have been unbearable 
for him, but an indication of a position of neutrality to be adopted, which would enable him to act as a 
mediator in a similar way to the Munich case. He knew that Hitler wanted negotiations with England 
and Poland and that his military measures, as well as the Stalin Pact, were intended to exert pressure for 
the conclusion of such peaceful negotiations. In reality, however, he weakened Hitler's negotiating 
position as a result of his announcements to the British, since the suspicion of bluffing could now not be 
ruled out. Thus, the political purpose of the military action ceased to exist, resulting in the cancellation 
of the marching orders. Hitler was less upset by the extended Anglo-Polish guarantee treaty than by the 
political snub by Italy as a result of the rejection of his political solidarity. It was clear that England was 
aware of Italian neutrality at this point. The fact that the deployment plan of August 23 was not 
connected with any intention of war, but rather with the political intention of bringing England and 
Poland to the negotiating table, is also confirmed by General von Manstein: "The military measures 
taken in August 1939, in spite of the deployment plan 'White', could very well have been intended to 
increase the political pressure on Poland in order to induce it to give way. Since the summer, work on 
the Ostwall had been feverishly carried out on Hitler's orders. Entire divisions, including the 18th 
Division, were moved to the Polish border in constant rotation for a few weeks at a time to work on this 
Ostwall. What was the point of this effort if Hitler wanted to attack Poland? Even in the event that, 
contrary to all his assurances, he considered the possibility of a two-front war, this Ostwall would have 
been out of place. For in such a case, it would always have been the only right thing for Germany to first 
crush Poland by attack, while remaining defensive in the West. The opposite solution, offensive in the 
West, defensive in the East, could not have been considered at all in view of the present balance of 
power. Nor were there any plans for a western offensive, nor were any preparations made for it. If the 
construction of the "Ostwall" seemed to have a purpose in the situation at that time, it was probably 
only to exert pressure on Poland by massing large numbers of troops on the Polish border. Even the 
deployment of infantry divisions on the eastern bank of the Oder and the movement of armored and 
motorized divisions to staging areas west of the Oder, which began in the last third of August, did not 
require any real preparations for an attack, but could be a means of exerting political pressure." (E. v. 
Manstein "Verlorene SieAe," pp. 17-18). 413 Just as today the German-Soviet non-aggression pact is 
falsely accused of having created the precondition of an intended or planned military attack on Poland 
on the part of Hitler or even a partition of Poland agreed upon by Russia and Germany, just as 


mendaciously England at that time evaluated this non-aggression pact as a war pact and took measures 
for an armed confrontation. One reads only in the memoirs of Winston Churchill after in his book "the 
2nd world war, volume I, "the storm moves up" P. 477, which world-wide military measures on the 
part of the British guidance were seized. Again, this is typical British hypocrisy, forgetting that months 
of British-French military negotiations had preceded it. One cannot absolve England of the guilt of 
having provoked this Stalin-Hitler pact in the first place. One can very much understand the anger of 
the British and French over their diplomatic ineptitude. But that the. The fact, however, that this 
annoyance went so far that peaceful compensation possibilities were no longer even considered, does not 
absolve the responsible British politicians of their war guilt. This English behavior is all the more 
alarming and reprehensible because it was known and fully convinced that Hitler was shying away from 
war with Poland and was only anxious for a generous and reasonable peaceful solution of the unpleasant 
conditions with Poland. This is also openly admitted. The responsible Englishmen knew and were 
convinced that the Poles should be called to reason and not the Germans. (A. J. P. Taylor "The Origins 
of the secound World War" p. 272 u. 175). Chamberlain's biographer, K. Feiling "The Life of Neville 
Chamberlain" writes on page 416/17 in connection with Hitler's offer of 8/25/1939: "The 
conversations with Hitler and Goering left the impression, probably deliberately, that it was possible to 
adopt a peaceful and reasonable solution of the Polish question in order to reach an Anglo-German 
agreement, which he(Hitler) incessantly referred to as his greatest desire." The Poles' Misjudgment of 
the Situation There are two other reasons which tipped the scales in favor of a war wanted by England 
and Poland and which thus doomed Hitler's peace efforts. Poland truly believed that its army was 
several times superior to the German one. It believed in timely real military help 414 from France and 
England. It believed it could overrun East Prussia and then march on Berlin. 

Berlin. The later rapid military successes of the Germans were based on the fact that the Poles had no 
defensive conception, but were only ready to attack German territory. Moreover, due to our economic 
situation and our supplies, they did not think that we would be able to endure a war for more than a few 
weeks. Here they were not entirely wrong; for Germany was really not prepared for a European or even 
a world war, as we are repeatedly accused of being, or capable of waging one at the present state of 
armaments. The Polish leadership, in fact, considered the negotiating proposals repeatedly made by 
Hitler, precisely because they were very moderate and modest in accordance with our far greater 
historical demands, to be a sign of weakness. The German-Soviet non-aggression pact was also 
interpreted as evidence of weakness on our part. Conversely, any sign of supposed "German weakness" 
was seen by the Polish government as a victory. (For this reason, Poland was also very careful never to 
allow itself to be accused of "a sign of weakness". A downright foolish behavior. The German Resistance 
An Encouragement of England for the War But what was far more dangerous and serious with regard 
to the German assessment of the situation by the Poles and the English was the contact and also the 
promises made by so-called German resistance fighters, i.e. traitors. Colonel Beck constantly received 
information from the British government about the plans of these traitors. Among other things, 
Chamberlain had sent Mr. Beck the traitorous Kleist-Schmenzin report (DBFP VII, No. 546) with the 
most important German military secret reports on August 31, 1939. In the Deutsche Anzeiger of 
14.9.1979, in a reprint of "Frau von Ribbentrop's account" after studying British secret documents, it 
literally says: "Without the hope of Hitler's elimination, even the craziest and most chauvinistic Pole 
would not have been so megalomaniac as to believe that he would be able to resist Germany and the 
Russia connected with her. If it had not been for the treachery of the conspirators, there would not have 
been a world war because of Poland." Elsewhere it says: 415 "On September 2, 1939, Halifax, on behalf 
of Chamberlain, addressed the well-known 'certain circles' in Berlin for the second time in three days, to 
whom he sent advance notice that an ultimatum would now be issued to the German Government." 


Literally, this instruction to Henderson then says: "You do not need to communicate this to the German 
Government, but you can forward this immediately to certain circles in order to give them as much 
time as possible for your reply." (DBFP VE, No. 735). The "reply" expected from London was the 
initiation of the promised upheaval in Germany that Chamberlain hoped would occur on the night of 
September 3 and that would have spared him his precarious declaration of war on Germany. But the 
German traitors remained inactive, which Henderson had always warned against. As the best expert on 
the international situation, he was convinced that the conspirators first wanted to take possession of the 
corridor that Hitler had renounced. At any rate, this was how Kleist-Schmetzin had already expressed 
himself to Churchill in 1938." So much for the quote from the "Deutscher Anzeiger". Immediately 
before the beginning of hostilities the Polish Ambassador Lipski declared on 31. 8. 39 to the Legation 
Counselor of the British Embassy in Berlin, Olgivie-Forbes: "He (Lipski) declared to be convinced that 
in case of war riots would break out in this country (Germany) and the Polish troops would march 
successfully against Berlin." (M. Freund "World History of the Present in Documents" Vol. HI, p. 372). 
"... this plan (Hitler's proposal of 29. 8. 39) meant a breach of Polish sovereignty and is completely out of 
the question. He had many years of experience in Germany. He would put his reputation on the line for 
his conviction that German morals were about to break down and that the present regime would soon 
collapse... This German offer was a trap. It was also a sign of weakness on the part of the Germans, 
which was confirmed by the Ambassador's assessment of the situation." (DBFP Vol. III, Doc. 

597). The high degree to which the treason of the July 20 Conspiracy contributed to the outbreak of 
war is shown by Chamberlain's diary entry of September 10, 1939, which states: "What I hoped for is 
not military victory, I doubt very much whether it is possible, but a collapse of the German internal 
front. (Quoted in Keith Feiling, "The Life of Neville Chamberlain," page 418) 416 Henderson's Mission 
and British Government Response After talking with Hitler, Henderson flew to London on 26 Aug. 39 
with all the documents and information in accordance with Hitler's wishes. Considering the importance 
and urgency of this mission, the historian must be struck by the fact that the British ambassador was 
detained there for almost three days until 5 p.m. on 8/28. This delay naturally contributed to the further 
aggravation of the situation. While Hitler must have believed that this period of time was used for 
intensive contacts with the Polish government in order to clear the way for negotiations under the 
protection of the British and French, almost nothing happened. On the contrary, Hitler was deliberately 
stalled, as the British government played with "marked cards" and thus itself contributed significantly to 
the aggravation of the situation. Under false pretenses, Hitler received information from the British 
government under the heading of "extremely urgent" that "discussions on this subject would be initiated 
as soon as possible" and that "His Majesty's Government has already received a definite assurance from 
the Polish Government that it is prepared to enter into discussions on this basis." (German White Paper 
No. 2 Doc. 463 as well as DBFP Vol. VE, Doc. 355) On the basis of these now available Polish promises 
of negotiations, Hitler immediately began to work out his proposal, which he then presented to 
Henderson on August 29. Today it is known that there was no talk of any Polish willingness to 
negotiate, indeed that Halifax did not want to mediate at all and was thus in agreement with the Polish 
Government. According to statements made by the British Foreign Secretary to the Polish ambassador, 
"any attempt to put things right was now beyond discussion." (E. Raczynski "Allied London" p. 24). Mr. 
Raczynski as Polish ambassador should know this better than anyone else. The probably most significant 
and important demarche, which was forwarded to Hitler on August 28, was thus fraudulently forged by 
Lord Halifax. At this point the question arises with all emphasis, who were really the warmongers and 
the true war criminals responsible before history? Was it Hitler, for instance, who intensively wanted to 
bring the Poles to the negotiating table with all the means at his disposal and was satisfied with 
extremely moderate proposals in the interest of peacekeeping, or the Englishman Halifax with his 


warmongering backers and the Pole Beck, who, in response to Hitler's peace efforts, informed the 
British ambassador in Warsaw in the evening (August 27) of the ordered general mobilization, which 
Lord Halifax received at 10.46 417 p.m. on the same day? The telegram read, "Mr. Beck, has just 
informed me (Kennard) that in view of Hitler's language regarding Poland in conversation with Sir 
Henderson (Aug. 25), the Polish Government has decided on full mobilization." (DBFP Vol. VH Doc. 
391) The general mobilization was only the keystone of Poland's discernible war intent. Poland had 
already begun conscripting soldiers in the spring of 1939 and then gradually mobilized so many military 
formations by the summer that full mobilization could mean only a residual supplement. As early as 
March 25, Kennard (British Ambassador in Warsaw) had telegraphed his Secretary of State, "The 
enlistment of reservists has, I believe, considerably exceeded the order of magnitude indicated in my 
telegram No. 69. A competent personage cited 750000 as the number under arms." Note, this was in 
March! (German White Paper No. 208) Halifax's guilty conscience and concern for subsequent 
historical responsibility went so far as to smuggle into the British files forged documents such as 
Document 420 of the DBFP, in this case on 8/28 an alleged 4 p.m. telephone promise received from 
Kennard of Polish willingness to negotiate. Unfortunately, it did not remain with this one forgery. It 
was followed by a series of others. For more information, see "Truth for Germany" by Udo Walendy, 
pp. 386-395. On August 28 at about 10:30 in the evening, Henderson, after his return from London, 
delivered the reply note of the British government to Hitler in the presence of Ribbentrop. At this time 
Hitler knew nothing of the Polish general mobilization, which the British government had approved 
and which, at its request, was to be kept secret for two more days. He knew nothing of the fact that 
Chamberlain and his advisers Kirkpatrik, Sargent, Vansittart, and Halifax harbored, on the basis of the 
German offer, the "greatest fears 'of a settlement without war' which would have left Germany's 
strength intact." (DBFP VII, n. 455, note 8). He did not know 

that Halifax was engaged in stalling tactics and was out to gain time. For this reason Halifax had sent his 
Ambassador Henderson back to Berlin without a written reply and had sent the reply to Hitler's peace 
offer to him by telegraph, probably also in order to keep from the critical Henderson the fact that there 
was effectively no Polish willingness to negotiate. Under these circumstances, the reply note to Hitler's 
proposal of August 25 can only be regarded as a farce intended to create the impression that England was 
still interested in maintaining peace. It says in excerpts from the 8 points: "His Majesty's Government 
has taken note of the wish expressed by the Herr Reichskanzler that friendship should form the basis of 
relations between Germany and the British Empire, and it fully shares the wish. It also believes, like the 
Herr Reichskanzler, that if a complete and lasting understanding could be established between these two 
nations it would bring immeasurable blessings to both peoples." Under item 2 it says: "... These (German) 
proposals are by their nature in very general terms and would require more precise definition, but His 
Majesty's Government is fully prepared to accept them with some additions as a subject of conversation, 
and would be prepared, if the disputes between Germany and Poland are settled peacefully, to initiate as 
soon as possible discussions on the subject with the Sincere Desire (!) to arrive at an understanding." But 
what is the use of such a sincere wish if the way to it is blocked in such a way that it cannot and should 
not come to a negotiation at all! Under point 3 it says: "..Everything depends, however, on the nature of 
the solution and on the method adopted to reach it..." Here the English government simply ignores all of 
Hitler's peaceful offers of negotiations to Poland proposed without any pressure and pretends that Hitler 
used methods that snubbed the Polish government. The English government would have done better to 
blame these methods on the Polish government. Moreover, Halifax contradicts himself when he states in 
point 4. "In His Majesty's Government's opinion a reasonable solution of the differences between 
Germany and Poland could and should be reached by way of agreement between the two nations on a 
basis which would include the safeguarding of Poland's essential interests, and His Majesty's 


Government recalls that the Herr Reichskanzler in his speech on April 28 recognized the importance of 
these interests to Poland." Next, England demands a guarantee from other Powers for any agreement to 
be reached, and likewise declares herself ready to give such a guarantee. "In the opinion of His Majesty's 
Government it follows from this that the next step should be to open direct negotiations between the 
German and Polish Governments on the basis which would include the above principles, namely, the 
securing of the indispensable interests of Poland and the securing of the agreement by an international 
guarantee. His Majesty's Government has already received a definite assurance from the Polish 
Government that it is prepared to enter into discussions on this basis, and His Majesty's Government 
hopes that the German Government, for its part, would also be prepared to agree to such a procedure. 
If, as His Majesty's Government hopes, such discussions would be on that broader and more 
comprehensive understanding between Great Britain and Germany to which both nations aspire." What 
is the point of such fine words, if a promise of the Poles for a negotiation was neither present nor such a 
negotiation was not desired at all, which is also proved by the Polish general mobilization approved by 
the English and which is to be concealed for two more days at the English request! Then, under 
paragraph 5, the brutal expulsion with murder and manslaughter, which was burning under Hitler's 
fingernails, is addressed in a very lukewarm form, since it was not about the sacrifice of English blood. 
"His Majesty's Government agrees with the Lord Chancellor of the Reich that one of the chief 
dangers... originates in reports of the treatment of minorities. The present state of tension created 
exclusively by the Poles -together with the border incidents, reports of maltreatment, and inciting 
propaganda which accompany it- is a constant danger to peace. It is obviously a matter of the utmost 
urgency that all incidents of this kind should be promptly and firmly suppressed, and that the spread of 
unconfirmed rumors should be prevented, in order to obtain a period in which, without provocation on 
either side, a thorough examination of the possibilities of a solution could be undertaken. His Majesty's 
Government is satisfied that both Governments concerned are fully aware of this consideration." It 
really doesn't get any more 

hypocritical than this. For more than half'a year German minorities have been maltreated in the most 
horrible way, without England taking any notice of it. Now, in typical democratic fashion, this deadly 
situation for the Germans is to be put on the back burner of negotiations, so that even more German 
lives are endangered, instead of taking immediate energetic steps against the perpetrators of such 
violations. The British government knew very well that Hitler had basically only two possibilities, either 
to accept these Polish crimes and thus lose face, or to put an end to these conditions by force on a local 
military basis. No military, including myself, would have accepted these Polish crimes. I am sure that 
England would have done the same and, if its own vital interests were threatened, would have struck 
without democratic procedure. Only Hitler, in the interest of his life's work 420 for the further internal 
shaping of the Reich, sought to save the peace by thinking England insightful enough to restart 
negotiations with Poland with all its influence. But England did not think of this and wanted war to 
destroy Germany at all costs and thus, historically speaking, dug its own grave. Therefore, also the 
further statements of the British government are only superficial chatter, which is only supposed to 
prove from the documents its innocence of the events, which, however, will not succeed. Thus one 
must also understand the hubbub of the high-sounding words if one knows the background of English 
policy. "She trusts that the Imperial Chancellor will not believe that His Majesty's Government, because 
it takes its obligation to Poland very seriously, will not for that reason endeavor to use all its influence to 
bring about a solution satisfactory to both Germany and Poland. That such a solution should be reached 
appears to His Majesty's Government to be absolutely necessary, not only for reasons arising in direct 
connection with the solution itself, but also because of the comprehensive considerations of which Herr 
Reichskanzler has spoken with such conviction.... In noting with interest the reference in Herr 


Reichskanzler's message to a limitation of armaments..." Paragraph 8 concludes: "A just solution of these 
questions existing between Germany and Poland can open the way to world peace. The failure to reach 
such a solution would dash the hope of a better understanding between Germany and Great Britain, 
would bring the two nations into conflict, and might very well plunge the entire world into war. Such 
an outcome would be a catastrophe without precedent in history." England then brought about this 
catastrophe, which he himself had prophesied, and, contrary to the wishes of his friend Hitler, lost its 
world empire and is not to be pitied today in its desolate condition. At this renewed meeting with 
Henderson, when he received the above note, Hitler again emphatically assured him "that he would be 
willing to negotiate if there were a Polish government that wanted to be reasonable and really had the 
country in its hands." On the other hand, Henderson repeatedly assured "Hitler could have the British 
friendship he wanted if he did not make excessive demands on Poland." Hitler went so far in this 
conversation as to promise even an exchange of German and Polish populations 421 in the interest of 
peace. No politician in the Weimar government had ever gone that far. Only a man like Hitler could 
dare to make such a renunciation without contradiction, as he had done in the case of Tyrol and Alsace- 
Lorraine. For such an exchange meant a renunciation of West Prussia and Upper Silesia, territories 
which belonged to us under international law. On the other points of this note Hitler asked for time for 
reflection and promised to give an answer after careful study, which he would hand over in writing to 
the British ambassador the next day. Hitler had doubts about the honesty and sincerity of the British 
note. Therefore, he asked Henderson the question, "whether England would be willing to accept an 
alliance with Germany?" Henderson's reply was typically English and evasive: "Personally, I do not 
exclude such a possibility 

not be ruled out, provided that the development of events would justify it." (DBFP VII, No. 455) It is 
indicative of the British government's ulterior way of thinking and acting at this time that this statement 
by Henderson resulted in a violent agitation on the part of British politicians with the result that he 
received a sharp rebuke. (DBFP VE, No. 447) This is all the more incomprehensible for an 
unconditional judgment; for the British Government note stated plainly: "The British Government fully 
shares Hitler's desire for friendly Anglo-German relations." Remarkable in this parley were the 
extremely matter-of-fact and measured suggestions for negotiation which Hitler occasionally interjected 
in his questions to Henderson. It is testified that Hitler was extremely calm and controlled during this 
parley. After all, he had to be basically satisfied, since Henderson, contrary to reality, had held out to 
him the prospect of the desired Anglo-German friendship and the promise of negotiations by the Poles. 
Naturally, it was primarily the British Ambassador who conducted the conversation; for he delivered 
the English reply and handed over the above discussed note with some explanations. Hitler merely 
requested time for study and promised a short-term statement. All the more irresponsible and 
momentous, therefore, had to be an absolutely false report, which could by no means have come from 
Henderson, but happened in the Foreign Office, in a deliberately warmongering way. Who personally 
bears the responsibility for this, Mr. Henderson, as claimed in the Yellow Book of the French 
Government Nos. 285 and 287, or other gentlemen of the Foreign Office, is less decisive. In any case, 
English diplomacy must accept the renewed accusation of fraudulent reporting to enrich further fuel for 
the war! 422 Thus the Foreign Office informed its ambassador in Paris on behalf of the French 
government: "The Reich Chancellor, having demanded back Silesia in addition to his earlier demands, 
gave it to be clearly understood that what would remain of Poland could not count on an independent 
future.... He let it be known that he would negotiate with Poland only if he was sure from the outset 
that Poland would accept all his wishes. ("Yellow Book" of the French Government No. 293). In order 
to further swear the ever wavering French confederate to the English line, the absolute lie was served up 
that Hitler had demanded the entire corridor and eastern Upper Silesia. Chamberlain poisoned the 


atmosphere with arguments such as: "the Fuehrer cannot but give an account of the "disgust" which the 
agreement concluded by Germany with the Soviet Union, which only the day before had been regarded 
by him as his worst enemy, has aroused in the whole cultural world" (Yellow Book of the French 
Government No. 293). The statement was downright ridiculous and was that of a typical hypocritical 
Presbytherian, knowing conversely the months-long effort of the English and French governments to 
form an expansive military alliance directed against Central Europe, which, as is well known, failed 
despite the put forward lies of agreement with Poland and Romania. The same puritanical duplicity can 
be demonstrated by Mr. Henderson, who was visibly infected by the London atmosphere he had 
experienced. On the one hand, he wrote the following report on August 28: "At 10:30 (10:30 p.m.), 
fortified by half a bottle of champagne, I drove to Wilhelmstrasse to the main entrance of the Reich 
Chancellery. A number of people were waiting outside the Embassy and a considerable crowd outside 
the Reich Chancellery. No hostility as far as I could tell, absolute silence, perhaps uneasiness. I was 
received by an honor guard in full glare, as if I were to hand over my credentials. I was immediately 
ushered in, accompanied by Ribbentrop and the inevitable Dr. Schmidt (chief interpreter). The 
Chancellor looked well, was perfectly calm and normal. No fireworks or tirades of any kind.... Hitler 
remained without agitation as he read the German text (of the British note).... 1am not without hope 
that Hitler's reply will not be unreasonable.... The general atmosphere was quite friendly, even on the 
part of Ribbentrop.... Another point of our conversation was that Hitler insisted on the value of a 
British-German friendship." (DBFP 501) All the more surprising and incomprehensible, therefore, were 
the lying and distorting telegrams, which were then joined, as usual, by the press with vile slanders, thus 
inflaming the situation without any cause. Hitler's reply note on August 29, 1939 But not to be 
understood and thus all the more unforgivable was Henderson's behavior the next day, on August 29 at 
4 p.m., when he met with the Fiihrer, especially since the ambassador knew about the responsibility and 
the seriousness of the situation. Although he was not "without hope" of Hitler's reason, according to his 
own statements, and although he could not know at all how Hitler would behave, he nevertheless took 
it upon himself, and after "careful consideration," to let himself go, to shout at Hitler and provoke him, 
and even, under certain circumstances, to break off the conversation! What were the reasons for such 
unqualified behavior? It could not be denied that Mr. Henderson was aware of the precarious situation 
and always made an effort to negotiate with Poland. His letter to Halifax on August 21 still speaks a 
clear language: "... The fact remains that there are probably no less than 10,000 refugees in Germany at 
the present time, that German institutions are being systematically closed down, German workers laid 
off, etc. It must be noted that at present the conflict has gone beyond Danzig. Hitler 

can be urged to be patient with regard to the free city of Danzig, but it would serve the opposite 
purpose to preach it with regard to the persecution of the German minorities. I am not trying to 
apportion blame, but to establish facts. For the settlement of the minority question, direct and 
immediate contact between Warsaw and Berlin seems to me essential." (DBFP VII, No. 112) Another 
letter to Halifax in Document 117 on the same day says: "Yesterday I had tea with one of my friends 
(meaning the Resistance leader von Weizsicker), and he insisted strongly on immediate action. 
Although he admitted exaggerations of the press, he assured me that what was going on was a kind of 
forced German emigration, where no Germans would be allowed to find a livelihood. This is an urgent 
question. The local correspondent of the Times has just told me that he spoke on the phone yesterday 
with his Warsaw colleague, who told him that the Poles were behaving in an incredibly foolish 
manner." On August 24, according to Document 219, "Herr Hitler's reply clearly indicates that the 
present question is not so much Danzig and the corridor, which can easily be postponed until a later 424 
solution, as the persecution of the German minority. There is no doubt that grounds for German 
grievance in this respect are largely present. The Expropriation Act, referred to in Warsaw Telegram 


No. 271, is to me, and I submit this, the basic sign of a very understandable but nevertheless inopportune 
effort to get rid of the German population in Poland under the protection of the guarantees of the 
Western powers." So Henderson, as is evident from his own letters, knew very well the problem of the 
tormented Germans, about whom Hitler was now urgently concerned and whom it was his 
statesmanlike duty to end. What was the content of the discussions between Henderson on the one hand 
and Hitler and von Ribbentrop on the other on August 29, two days before the outbreak of war? The 
note handed to Henderson by the Fuhrer on behalf of the British Government in reply to the British 
note of yesterday had the following content: "The Royal British Ambassador in Berlin has conveyed to 
the Royal British Government suggestions which I thought I should suggest in order 1. to give 
expression once more to the will of the Reich Government for a sincere German-English 
understanding, cooperation and friendship; 2. to leave no doubt that such an understanding could not be 
bought with the renunciation of vital German interests or even a surrender of demands which are just as 
much founded in general human right as in the national dignity and honor of our people. The German 
Government has learned with satisfaction from the reply of the Royal British Government and the oral 
explanations of the Royal British Ambassador that the Royal British Government for its part is also 
prepared to improve German-English relations and to develop and extend them in accordance with 
German suggestions. The Royal British Government is also convinced that the solution of the German- 
Polish tensions, which have become unbearable, is the prerequisite for the realization of this hope. Since 
the autumn of last year, and most recently in March 1939, proposals have been made orally and in 
writing to the Polish Government which, taking into consideration the friendship then existing between 
Germany and Poland 

could make possible a solution of the disputed questions acceptable to both parts. It is known to the 
Royal British Government that the Polish Regie 425 rang believed that in March of that year it would 
have to reject these proposals finally. It has at the same time taken this rejection as a pretext or occasion 
for taking military measures, which have since undergone a continued increase. Already in the middle of 
last month, the Polish state actually mobilized. In connection with this, numerous incursions have taken 
place in the Free City of Danzig, provoked by Polish authorities; more or less threatening ultimate 
demands have been addressed to this city. The imposition of a border blockade, first carried out in terms 
of customs policy and now extended to military and traffic matters, with the aim of political attrition 
and economic destruction of this German community, took place. In addition to this, there are the 
outrageous, barbaric maltreatments and other persecutions of the large German ethnic groups in Poland, 
which led to the killing of many Germans living there or to deportation under the cruelest of 
circumstances. These conditions are intolerable for a great power. They have forced Germany, after 
months of watching, now also to take the necessary steps to safeguard Germany's legitimate interests. 
And the German Imperial Government can only assure the British Government in the most serious 
terms that a state of affairs has now been reached which precludes any further acceptance or even mere 
standing by. The demand of the German Reich Government corresponds to the revision of the 
Versailles Treaty in this area, which has been recognized as necessary from the beginning; return of 
Danzig and the corridor to Germany, safeguarding of the life of the German ethnic groups in the areas 
remaining to Poland. The German Government notes with satisfaction that the Royal British 
Government is also convinced in principle that the situation which has arisen must be brought to a 
solution. It further believes that the Royal British Government is in no doubt that this is no longer a 
matter of conditions which can be remedied in days or even weeks, but perhaps only in hours. For, in 
view of the disorganized conditions in Poland, the possibility of the occurrence of acts which might be 
impossible for Germany to accept must be reckoned with at any moment. If the Royal British 
Government still believes that these serious differences can be resolved by direct negotiations, the 


German Government can no longer share this view from the outset. It has attempted to initiate such 
peaceful negotiations, but has not been supported by the Polish Government, which has rejected it by 
taking brusque measures of a military character in the sense of the developments already indicated. The 
Royal British Government considers two factors to be important: 1. that the existing danger of an 
imminent discharge be eliminated as quickly as possible by direct negotiations, and 2. that the existence 
of the Polish State, which would then continue to exist, be given the necessary economic and political 
security by means of international guarantees. The German Reich Government has to make the 
following statement in this connection: In spite of its skeptical judgment of the prospects of such direct 
discussions, it nevertheless intends to accept the English proposal and to enter into them. It does so solely 
under the impression of the written communication it has already received from the Royal British 
Government that it too desires a friendship agreement on the basis of the indications given to 
Ambassador Henderson. The German Government thus wishes to give the Royal British Government 
and the British people proof of the sincerity of the German intention of establishing a lasting friendship 
with Great Britain. The German Government must, however, dutifully draw the attention of the 
British Government to the fact that in the event of a reorganization of the territorial conditions in 
Poland it would no longer be in a position to commit itself to guarantees or to participate in guarantees 
without the involvement of the Soviet Union. For the rest, the German Reich Government, in making 
its proposals, has never intended to attack vital interests of Poland or to call into question the existence 
of an independent Polish State. Under these circumstances the German Government agrees to accept the 
proposed mediation of the Royal British Government for the dispatch to Berlin of a Polish personage 
with full powers. It expects this personage to arrive on Wednesday, August 30, 1939. The Reich 
Government will immediately work out the proposals of a solution acceptable to it and, if possible, will 
also make them available to the British Government until the arrival of the Polish negotiator." 
(Auswirtiges Amt 1939 No. 2, No. 464) The German Reich Government thus agreed with a heavy 
heart, as the British demanded, "to open direct negotiations between Germany and Poland." It also 
accepted the international guarantees, which included the existence of the continuing Polish state with 
all economic and political conditions. Hitler decided to make this commitment "solely under the 
impression of the written communication 427 received by him from the Royal British Government that 
the latter also desires a friendship agreement on the basis of the indications given to Ambassador 
Henderson on August 25." No one, considering the persecution of German minorities and the fact that 
two armies were now facing each other, will be able to call Hitler's proposals unreasonable. But 
Henderson was by this time, in his own words, no longer a "free-trading" man. Certainly he was "bound 
by instructions" or had been "instructed" by his "resistance friends. At least he had to be on his "guard" 
after the warning by the Foreign Office due to the previous day's conversation with Hitler and was not 
allowed to get entangled in friendly talks again. So this pitiful representative of the British Empire had 
no other way out than to seek refuge in "shouting at the top of his voice" because of what he himself 
called a "minor point" - I guess he needed at least two bottles of champagne for that - probably in the 
hope that Hitler would be provoked and break off the conversation. Now what was this subordinate 
point? Hitler had briefly mentioned the unbearable persecution of the German minority with a series of 
murders and had asked for an urgent stop. To this it must be said, purely factually, that Hitler's 

assertion "that he (Henderson) or His Majesty's Government did not ask a straw whether Germans were 
being murdered in Poland or not" was in accordance with the facts. England has so far not shown any 
concern about this, nor has it made any representations to Poland, although, as stated above, it was 
undoubtedly informed. On the contrary, the British government had already deliberately forced this 
development in the spring of 1939 by even ignoring the "question of the aggressor" in its guarantee. 
(DBFPIV Doc. 584) On the other hand, it is incomprehensible and reveals the English mentality to 


speak of a "subordinate point" when mentioning murders. Moreover, Henderson contradicts himself 
when he tries to downplay the persecutions of the ethnic Germans by the Poles, for his previously 
mentioned reports clearly speak a different language. Nevertheless, I would be sorry if he should have 
exposed his precious English voice to hoarseness by his shouting! Although, as Ribbentrop reported, 
Henderson still banged his fist on the table "as a British demonstration", Hitler remained emphatically 
untouched and completely calm on account of this convincing demonstration of friendship. He calmly 
accepted the unqualified behavior of a royal British diplomat. He was concerned with the cause, 428 
with the preservation of peace and with the desired negotiation with the English and the Poles, in which 
he unfortunately still believed. But persistence in the pursuit of his goals had always been a salient 
characteristic of the Fiihrer, otherwise he could never have achieved the tremendous successes he did. 
That is why the Fiihrer did not stand up after this nonsensical snub, but calmly brought the conversation 
to a close. Now, in order to fulfill his manly "ought" also completely, Henderson reported to Halifax in 
a private letter: "So I gave it to him properly when he gave me the opportunity at a ‘subordinate point, 
namely at our alleged indifference to the murder of Germans in Poland. He (Hitler) reacted in no 
remarkable way, but I have no doubt that it was an unpleasant and unusual surprise. I must add that I 
was about to get up after the worst had happened, but he did not move." (DBFP VE, No. 508) Mr. 
Henderson had fulfilled his "ought" as ordered! While Herr Henderson was occupied with these 
childish trifles, Hitler, at the time of this conversation, knew through the Géring eavesdropping service 
of the general mobilization of Poland and had knowledge of the concentrated deployment of the Polish 
attack armies 

against German territory. Previously, one could hear and read at rallies and in press appeals, "on to 
Danzig", "on to East Prussia" and "on to Berlin". Hitler by no means concealed from Henderson his 
knowledge of these things, based on his extensive intelligence sources to Warsaw. (Doc. 493) Since this 
Polish buildup must immediately challenge German countermeasures, Hitler, in the above reply note to 
the British government, requested an empowered Pole by Aug. 30, in "view of the exceedingly urgent 
situation, since two mobilized armies are facing each other and the Germans would be massacred in 
Poland." Hitler at this point still believed in the possible Anglo-German friendship envisaged the day 
before by Henderson and thus in a genuine English mediating role. This friendship was worth so much 
to him for the survival of Europe that, with regard to the Polish incursions and the demonstrated 
readiness to attack Germany, he put aside the obvious danger and did not strike preemptively. This 
should be duly noted by responsible Europeans today and also by America, which will depend on our 
help tomorrow if it does not want to succumb to Bolshevism. 429 Hitler did not know at this time that 
Halifax, after a conversation with the Swedish peace mediator Dahlerus, who, on behalf of Goering and 
with Hitler's knowledge, was also endeavoring to bring about a peaceful settlement of the conflict, had 
made a supposition of Dahlerus, the return of the corridor to the British Cabinet on the night of 26 
Aug. to 27 Aug. as true, thereby rejecting talks with Germany. Likewise, he did not know that on the 
same day, a few hours before Hitler's conversation with Henderson, Sir Orme Sargent, Ivone A. 
Kirkpatrick, and Lord Halifax, in contradiction to the wording of the official reply note of the previous 
day, had finally rejected the German offer of an alliance. This fateful decision by Chamberlain's closest 
associates almost emphatically agreed with Vansittart, the greatest hater of Germany. Significant was his 
reasoning that the very thought of an Anglo-German alliance would "finish England off in the United 
States and might create the worst impression both there and in all friendly countries. He categorically 
demanded that "we must be on our guard against such talk." (DBFP VD, No. 455 note 8) It was thus 
shown once again how right Ribbentrop was in his assessment of Vansittart's personality and activities 
when he wrote in his "Conclusions" that the latter was "our most significant and most tenacious 
adversary" in his position as "Principal Diplomatic Adviser to the British Foreign Office and can at any 


time intervene in a leading way in the diplomatic game against Germany." (Akten I, Doc. 93) Thus, at 
England's instigation, the course was finally set for war and Hitler, who still believed in a mediating role 
for England, was virtually left to walk into an open knife. It is precisely this circumstance that should be 
given priority in a study of war guilt. In this context, the role of America, which was much clumsier, 
almost primitive, with Roosevelt at the head, whom some historians attribute his origin from Galicia, 
with his closest Jewish advisors, cannot be overlooked. If Roosevelt's lines to Hitler, which received their 
due response in Chapter V of this book through Hitler in his Reichstag speech, already speak volumes, it 
must be added that in the meantime Mr. Roosevelt was anything but inactive in worsening the political 
situation for Germany. It would fill volumes to give a complete proof that besides Churchill, the real 
warmongers were Roosevelt and his backers and thus the war criminals who should have been tried at 
Nuremberg. His successor Truman had the bomb dropped. 430 Historical Material Regarding War 
Guilt in World War II Count Szemberg, Polish Undersecretary of State in the State Department 
according to a record of U.S. Ambassador Biddle on Jan. 6, 1939: "The Jews and German intellectuals 
who emigrated there inspire American public opinion in an unfavorable sense against Hitlerian 
Germany. On 3/19/1939, Lukasiewicz and Bullitt assured the Polish Foreign Minister that Roosevelt 
would do everything possible to oppose Germany militarily: "Bullitt let Poland know that he was aware 
of the Germans' hope of acquiring Danzig, and that he counted on Polish readiness to make the Danzig 
question an occasion for war. He urged Lukasiewicz to make demands on the West for supplies of arms 
and other military assistance." (American historian D. Hoggan "The Forced War" p. 412). British 
military historian J. F. Filler from U.S. Secret Diplomacy: "Wiegand, the oldest of the American 
journalists in Europe, relates that on April 25, 1939, he was summoned to see the American Ambassador 
in Paris, Bullitt, who told him, "War in Europe is a done deal.... America will enter the war, after France 
and Britain." This is confirmed by the White House Papers of Hary Hopkins, according to which 
Winston Churchill told Bernhard Baruch around this time, "The war is coming soon now. We will get 
into it and they (the United States) will. They (Baruch) will do the thing over there, but I will watch 
here." (Fuller "The decisi Batde of the Western World and their influence upon History," vol. DI, p. 
375).' Post festum, one can only pity Hitler. While he was devoting all his energy at this critical 
moment to bringing about peaceful negotiations, in reality the course had long been set for war by 
superior forces. This was not because Germany was National Socialist, as is always claimed today, but 
simply because they did not want to accept the legitimate interests of the German living and economic 
area, a strengthened Germany as a bulwark against Bolshevism and against massification. What was the 
point of all the peace efforts and desired negotiation dates on Hitler's part if one recalls the words of a 
Halifax who was determined to go to war, which he already used on August 28, 39: "any attempt to put 
things in order would be out of the question. For him, after Hitler's fraudulent 431 note since 28 Aug, it 
was only a matter of continuing to play his role consistently to the bitter end, of putting further false 
information and provocative untruths into the world and, in view of the Polish general mobilization, of 
gaining time by boycotting immediate talks and refusing "to be in a hurry." (M. Freund; "World 
History of the Present in Documents," Vol. HI, p. 340). At no time did the British government make 
the guarantee conditional on Poland's willingness to negotiate, as would have been necessary in the 
interest of peacekeeping. Significant in this connection is the letter from the cautioned, the directive, the 
shouting, and the "on guard" Henderson, who as late as 8/29 wrote to his Foreign Secretary as a 'fist 
pounding diplomat,' "It is not without interest that while every diplomat has asked to see me, there is no 
sign of any interest from the Polish Ambassador (Lipski),' although my relations with him personally are 
excellent." (DBFP VH, Doc. 4707) And Document 501 goes on to say of him, "If we allow the latter 
(Poles) to talk all the time their amour propre (selfishness), their prestige, and the appearance of 


weakness to be avoided, then we are not guiltless of responsibility for the misfortune." Mark this well: 
then we are not blameless for misfortune. It is a pity that Mr. Henderson 

did not come forward as a final witness for Nuremberg! Perhaps many a hanged man would still be 
among us living today and Mr. Halifax would have been the first to get the rope around his noble neck. 
On page 403 "Truth for Germany" Udo Walendy writes literally: "On the evening of August 29, at a 
time when Warsaw, thanks to British delaying tactics, knew neither the content of the German basis for 
negotiations nor the time limit, the Polish Foreign Minister Beck did not object to Kennard (the British 
Ambassador in Warsaw) about the urgency of the German wish for talks, but only that Hitler did not 
want to give up Danzig. Beck persisted in the position that resumption of talks with Germany on the 
basis of the March proposals still meant war. If Hitler did not give a positive favorable answer (i., 
pronounce a definite renunciation of Danzig and of improvement of the transit arrangements through 
the corridor) in the next few hours of the night (Aug. 29/30), Beck threatened the British and French 
ambassadors that general mobilization, especially on Poland's strategic objectives (Berlin, Danzig, East 
Prussia), would make this a decisive step in the further development of the war." This demand of Beck 
clearly clarifies the question of guilt 432. If the Polish ambassador in Berlin, Lipski, described the 
German proposal two days later as a "sign of weakness," how would Poland have treated a German 
renunciation along these lines? In any case, it is certain that the British Foreign Secretary, in breach of 
his duty, mendaciously 

and mendaciously failed to inform the Poles on August 29 of Germany's desire to negotiate, but did not 
send this information to Mr. Kennard until late the next evening at 7:00 p.m., with instructions not to 
hand it over until midnight (Doc. 539). Moreover, he was to weave in so occasionally during the 
handover that the British government considered the German account "untenable and misleading" and 
had made "an express reservation with regard to the German claims!" (Doc. 539). At the same time, 
however, the Foreign Office informed the Poles of the military measures taken and urged Poland to 
take all necessary measures in the interest of its security. (DBFP VH, Docs. 491, 495, 505) It is certain 
today that England, by this deliberate delaying tactic, was not only guilty of aggravating the situation, 
but that this conduct even revealed an underlying fear that she might not get the war going after all if 
the Poles did conduct direct and successful negotiations at the last minute. This thesis was confirmed 
when, on Aug. 30, the British Cabinet discussed the German request for a Polish negotiating agent. It 
was Chamberlain who called this request of Hitler's "the most unsatisfactory thing in Hitler's reply and 
thought it vital to make it perfectly clear that we would not yield on this point." (Colvin p. 244). He 
understood by "this point" that no German-Polish talks would be allowed to take place that might bring 
about an agreement between Berlin and Warsaw. Although on August 28 Chamberlain had offered to 
act as mediator and Hitler had accepted this offer, now the Prime Minister himself sabotaged any 
possibility of a Polish plenipotentiary coming to Germany. All his statesmanship consisted in blaming 
Germany for the failure of the German-Polish negotiations, although he alone had to bear the 
responsibility. A significant example of this is the manipulation of the German reply note which 
Henderson sent to Halifax late that same evening. It said in the telegram, "that the German Government 
was working out proposals for an acceptable settlement with Poland -immediately and would inform 
the British Government, if possible, before the 433 arrival of a Polish plenipotentiary." (DBFP VII, No. 
490). Here, too, a deliberate falsification was made for transparent reasons. In the original it says: "that 
'the British Government should also have knowledge of the proposals 'if possible until the arrival’ of a 
Polish plenipotentiary". Thus the word "also" is missing and the phrase "if possible until" has been 
changed to "before". By this mistranslation it was intended to pretend to the world that England was 
entitled to receive the proposals to be submitted to Poland even if no Polish plenipotentiary should 
come. Such falsification was made in order to be able to accuse Hitler again of breaking his word in 


propaganda. Chamberlain still held to this version on September 1 in his House of Commons speech 
(British Blue Book, London 1939 No. 105). It is also significant that the original text of the German 
note, which was also sent on the evening of August 29, is said to have been in Halifax's hands only on 
September 2 (Brit. Aktendokumentation Vol. VII, No. 498). The Disastrous Role of the German 
Resistance Contributory Cause to the Outbreak of World War II Another document is significant with 
regard to the assessment of historical responsibility for the war. In reply to Henderson's telegraphic 
reports, the latter received the following telegram in the early morning hours of August 30 from 
Halifax, who thus claims to have received Henderson's report only on September 2: "we will give 
careful consideration to the German Government's reply, but it is of course unreasonable to expect that 
we shall be able to bring a Polish plenipotentiary to Berlin today. It would be good if you would 
announce this through appropriate channels (!) to the authoritative bodies. We hope to receive your 
reply this afternoon." The same telegram was also sent to the British Embassies in Warsaw, Rome and 
Paris! (DBFP VH, No. 504, m. sp). By "authoritative bodies" was meant not the German Government, 
but the State Secretary in the Foreign Office, von Weizsicker with his backers of the treacherous 
resistance. It sounds almost unbelievable that these traitors were thus already informed in the early 
morning hours of August 30 that no Polish negotiator would come, while the government was still 
waiting in vain for a Polish plenipotentiary until midnight, because they trusted the words of the British 
government. Why did Weizsicker omit to bring this message dutifully to the attention of his 
government, whose salary he was drawing? As a result of the exchange of telegrams to Warsaw, Rome 
and Paris, the Polish Foreign Minister Beck was undoubtedly also informed of Hitler's proposals, so that 
he could have sent a plenipotentiary in good time (1.5 hours by plane) if he had wanted to. But just by 
passing on the Halifax information, he was told not to send a negotiator. Thus Chamberlain used his 
demand for German-Polish negotiations, made as late as 8/25, and thus his role as mediator, to sabotage 
any contact between Berlin and Warsaw, a deliberate duplicity which is obvious to every historian 
today. Only our politicians and our school curricula are unteachable. It is particularly despicable, and not 
without a certain piquancy, that the resistance, which is so celebrated today, gave its hand to this and 
thus made itself complicit before history in the outbreak of the war, because it too obviously sabotaged 
the conclusion of negotiations for the preservation of peace. The question arises whether, in view of 
these facts, the credibility of the Federal Republic with its resistance fighters in responsible positions will 
be a reliable partner in the future. Traitors remain traitors! All this is underpinned by the previously 
mentioned betrayal of secrets by the German Major Ewald von Kleist-Schmenzin, who together with 
other resistance fighters had close connections to the German War Ministry. He gave treasonable 
information orally to the British military attaché in Berlin, which was immediately passed on to Halifax 
in a "telegram sent by telephone": "Hitler has compelled the General Staff to change the elaborate plan 
against Poland, according to which Warsaw was to be attacked from East Prussia in a north-south 
direction on a broad front, in conjunction with the advance of your main forces from Bohemia-Moravia 
and West-Siovakia in a northeasterly direction toward Krakow.... The new plan consists of a direct 
offensive from Pomerania and the Grenzmark against Warsaw Brauchitsch was against it because 
he thought that a two-front war was out of the question because Poland's power of resistance was 
considerable and the new plan could not bring a rapid decision. The West Wall is strong only in places, 
as had been proved by tests. Weak places are such as Freiburg-Saarbriicken-Aachen. General Staff fears 
that a breakthrough 435 through the Westwall is possible.... Hitler suffered a nervous breakdown after 
the Henderson visit on August 23.... The General Staff wants to take advantage of Hitler's nervous 
condition to make a military coup possible, but it must first be sure that England will not yield.... If the 
General Staff knew that an attack on the West Wall was certain, it would strengthen its position.... The 
mood in the German air force was good, but not in the army, and it was the army that would ultimately 


decide events Generals Hammerstein, Beck (Generaloberst), and Rundstedt had been given independent 
high command posts, and these were the men in whom the General Staff had confidence.... The German 
concentrations would take place in the Landsberg-Schneidemtihl-Schlochau areas. Tempelburg, he said, 
was the largest listening and D-F center on the Eastern Front. ... If the General Staff were finally 
convinced that Ribbentrop's reports on England were false, this would favor the position of the dissident 
(a euphemism for the word traitor, the author) elements. Passed on to Warsaw." (DBFPVII, No. 546). 
To this secret report was appended, in Note 4, an additional remark by Mr. Kirkpatrick, all of which 
was submitted to the British Premier on the morning of Aug. 31: "This information confirms the 
deployment order which Dahlems also saw (No. 437). We have information independent 

of this, according to which Halder also made difficulties. I am sure that the Germans fear an attack on 
the Westwall, but our position is not strong enough for us to put any pressure on the French to expose 
themselves to such risks and losses.... From the description I cannot identify this officer, but I believe he 
is a departed officer connected with the reactionary elements of the General Staff. He gave us a lot of 
rather concrete information as early as last September (last year), when he endeavored to induce us to 
resist Hitler." When one hears such a blatant case of treason from the highest 

German aristocratic circles, | am ashamed to be a German, at any rate. These people, as far as they were 
caught, were hanged in Plétzensee, where today they have erected a memorial for alleged martyrs. 
Apart from the fact that this Kleist-Schmenzin information had already been passed on from Berlin to 
Warsaw, Chamberlain caused this treacherous secret information to be passed on directly to the Polish 
Foreign Minister, not for reasons of necessary 436 military defensive measures - the fate of Poland was 
highly indifferent to the perfidious English but in order to strengthen his resistance to the German will 
to negotiate. (DBFP VII, no. 605). For negotiation would have meant peace. This, however, was 
tantamount to diplomatic defeat for the English warmongers. On August 30, von Ribbentrop received a 
report of an intercepted telephone conversation between London and Henderson in Berlin: an unknown 
lady from the Foreign Office announced two telegrams to Henderson, one long and one short. One had 
received his telegram about the "shouting" (meaning Henderson's unqualified behavior at his 
conversation with Hitler on 8/29). He was told not to get upset about it. The announced telegram 
would serve him as a signpost for further negotiations. Telegrams would only be written quickly and 
briefly. The Prime Minister understood very well because he had been over there and therefore 
understood everything quite well. In London, as Henderson knew, people were very calm. They believe 
that they are on the right track, they really cannot expect the Germans to summon people, present them 
with documents and have them sign on pre-printed lines. Those days are over. They need to know that 
as well in Berlin as they do in London, he said. Henderson should realize what the proposal meant, he 
said, which was written with the intention of helping him to carry the matter forward. Henderson 
replied that the impression he had gained was good. He could not write private letters now, but the 
impression was good. For the rest, he said, they were always ready in London to do what Henderson had 
said London was ready to do. But they don't want to know about other things in London. Henderson, 
agreeing with this statement, declared that London should remain absolutely steadfast. (Dienststelle 
Ribbentrop Bd. 1-4 T120. 32,29636) Now what does this intercepted conversation mean? In one of the 
announced telegrams, probably No. 529, Henderson is told of the arrival of Dahlems between 9:30 and 
10:30 p.m., whom he would have to see before he went to Géring. In the other telegram, No. 534, 
dispatched at 5:30 p.m., Henderson is announced to make a communication to the German Chancellor, 
but not before receiving further instructions from Halifax. In the further instructions it is expressly 
stated that Henderson should not go to the Foreign Ministry until "after midnight." This meant nothing 
other than letting the deadline for a meeting with the Polish plenipotentiary pass unused until midnight 
on August 30. Henderson was further instructed in this telegram not to accept any more proposals from 


the German government. In return 437 Henderson was urged to continue contact with the German 
conspirators, for whom England was "always ready." Chamberlain expressly let it be known that he well 
understood the question about which Henderson had "said that London was ready for it," for he had 
been over there and therefore understood everyone very well. Chamberlain, on the other hand, did not 
want to know anything about "other things" and meant by this the refusal of mediation between the 
Poles and the Germans, which Henderson had asked for in his last private letters. Thus Henderson had 
now received his clear direction of march, but at the same time so had the Foreign Office, and now 
knew how he had to behave, in that he now had to negotiate with von Ribbentrop at midnight in a 
conspicuously provocative manner. Just as Henderson had received his "guideline," so the British 
Ambassador in .Warsaw, Sir Kennard, received it from Mr. Halifax. This telegram stated: since he 
(Halifax) was pursuing "a line of direction" and he felt it important that Foreign Minister Beck should 
"take notice" of this line of direction. This included the delay in delivering the note, London's 
reservations about the content of the German proposal, Halifax's fraudulent actions on Aug. 25 and 28, 
and his unconditional approval of the Poles' general mobilization. To further clarify his plans, he added 
that he recommended negotiations in view of "the internal situation in Germany and of world public 
opinion." Document 576 stated, "As long as the German Government declares itself willing to 
negotiate, it should not be given an opportunity to shift the responsibility for a conflict to Poland." 
Roosevelt's Peace Swindle The same hypocritical tactics were also being used in parallel by Mr. 
Roosevelt, so that the Anglo-American collusion was becoming more and more obvious. Both powers 
were concerned only with shifting the blame for the war they had decided to wage against Germany, of 
whose genuine peace efforts they were convinced. Roosevelt had clearly realized that a peaceful 
diplomatic settlement of the disputes between Germany and Poland would put an end to his dreams of 
war. Every conceivable interference in European affairs with coupled fraudulent manipulations towards 
his own people and the Congress he did everything to stir up tensions in Europe in order to participate 
lucratively in the outbreak of a war coming through the back door, not without the will to push 438 in 
self-interest his partners like Churchill and Stalin to the wall in the process. America fell more and more 
into the hands of an obsessed man, open to foreign influences, who was willing to use any means to 
destroy Germany and, with his short-sightedness and malice, to plunge half the world into disaster. The 
shambles left by this morbid, ambitious man, clueless to European problems, including the atomic 
bombs for Hiroshima and Nagasaki, is so terrible and cruel that trust in America will suffer for a century 
to come. A country that allows itself such presidents does not gain the trust of the world. The post-war 
events prove this worldwide, The janglish continuation of this pure power politics seems to be 
approaching its end, since an atompat excludes any possibility of movement, if one does not want to 
accept some 100 million dead. Before the Second World War, Roosevelt was exclusively concerned 
with putting the blame for the coming war on Germany in advance. For this purpose, the controlled 
pre-war propaganda had already done good preliminary work and influenced the apolitical American 
people, who were more and more disinterested in a European war. Roosevelt also knew very well that 
without a general war due to internal political difficulties his re-election in 1940 was hardly conceivable. 
Therefore, Roosevelt had to play the role of the apostle of peace. Thus, as is already evident from 
Hitler's printed reply, he sent so-called peace messages to the Western powers, to Italy, to Germany and 
Poland, pointing out the urgent need for negotiations if the desirable peace was to be maintained. In the 
process, he snubbed Mussolini by sending his message to the Italian king, which only caused England to 
shake its head in annoyance at the heavy-handed American foreign policy. Thus, the British were 
embarrassed when, on August 25, 1939, the unsuspecting Polish President Moscicki confirmed to the 
American President his suggestion of direct negotiations, "since Poland has always considered them the 
most appropriate method." But on the same day Beck assured the American ambassador, shortly before 


midnight, "that war between Germany and Poland was inevitable." This communication put Roosevelt 
"virtually into ecstasy." Roosevelt also sent Hitler the note with the imploring remark that "the whole 
world prays that Germany will also agree." This was effective propaganda, which was then sufficiently 
exploited before the single-minded American public, portraying the American president as the purest 
angel of peace. Only Hitler did not fall for 439 such notes. He was perceptive enough to realize that a 
promise made by Poland to the United States was not even worth the paper on which it was written. 
The Peace Efforts of Dahlems on Behalf of Goering To further assess the situation, it is necessary to 
speak here of Hermann Goering's peace efforts with the help of the Dahlerus Group, which ran parallel 
to the ambassadorial-level talks. Dahlems was a Swedish industrialist with good relations to England and 
was on friendly terms with Géring. Dahlems was received by Halifax, Cadogan, and Chamberlain in 
the Cabinet Room of Downing Street at 10:30 a.m. on Aug. 30. This visit had been announced during 
the night by Henderson in order to discuss further peace efforts with Ribbentrop eliminated. Previously, 
Goering had explained to him the essential points of the basis for negotiations with Poland and had 
convinced him of Hitler's sincere desire to reach a peaceful understanding with Poland. In the first place, 
it was a question of the 16 negotiating points already announced to the British government 

and proposals to Poland. Also brought up were the renewed border incidents 

and other Polish provocations. During this conversation, Dahlems was asked by Chamberlain whether 
he considered it "a decisive condition, in Germany's view, that a Polish delegate should come to Berlin 
today. (DBFP VH, No. 514)." His reply was "that he did not consider this decisive, but that he would 
call Field Marshal Goring on this matter." Even during this conversation, this telephone call took place 
with Géring, who confirmed Dahlems authority and statements. In his book "The Last Attempt," p. 
103, it says: "He (Goering) immediately assured me that the note was ready and indeed offered Poland 
more favorable conditions than he had told me during the night." These proposals, he said, were a basis 
for discussion. "The condition, however, was that a Polish plenipotentiary receive them." (Doc. 519) 
Above all, it seems essential here that already on the morning of August 30 the British government, 
which had indeed prevented the appearance of a Polish delegate a few hours earlier but had only let the 
German conspirators know this in the hope of a coup, and which was aware of Hitler's proposal, 
envisaged plebiscites in those parts of the corridor where there was a "mixed German-Polish 
population." Depending on the outcome of the plebiscite, either Germany or Poland was to be given "a 
440 transportation zone, a link through the corridor. The treaty was to be guaranteed by the 5 Great 
Powers." ADAP VII, No. 422 records that Hitler did not want to present Poland with ultimate 
demands, but had contemplated longer-lasting negotiations, the most urgent point of which was named 
as ending the German persecutions in Poland. The consequence of this conversation with Birger 
Dahlems was merely that Halifax, at 5:30 p.m., on the grounds of "depriving Hitler of the pretext of 
justifying an intemperate action, recommended to the Polish Government that it should no longer shoot 
at German refugees or 'troublemakers' who did not exist, but should arrest them, should not use 
violence against the German minority, should allow members of the German minority to cross the 
German border unhindered, and should cease inciting radio propaganda." (Doc. 532) The predictable 
reaction of Beck, as can be read in M. Freund "Weltgeschichte der Gegenwart in Dokumenten" Vol. II, 
p. 348: "The Polish Foreign Minister forbids the British Government to express views and opinions on 
Polish problems without authorization by the Polish Government. It is the most brusque great power 
and sovereignty standpoint. On Polish questions a judgment is for the Polish Government alone and 
exclusively." England had to put up with these impertinences because Poland was sure of the English 
guarantee, even ignoring the question of the aggressor. This answer of Beck alone says everything 
concerning the spirit of this underdeveloped state and people. The Polish government, on the contrary, 
aggravated the situation by officially announcing the general mobilization, which had been going on 


secretly for some time, by stopping the train traffic to East Prussia, and by blowing up the Dirschau 
Bridge the next day. The Mittemmacht Negotiation between Ribbentrup and Henderson on August 30, 
1939 At midnight on August 30, ie., after the deadline for negotiations with the Poles had expired, 
Henderson appeared before Ribbentrop at the Foreign Office. He had announced himself at 11 p.m. and 
deliberately kept the German Foreign Minister waiting for an hour. This did not bode well. While 
Henderson was certainly informed by Dahlems and probably by Weizsicker and the conspiratorial circle 
about the content of the negotiating proposals to Poland, Hitler had to assume that this was not the case. 
Otherwise he would not have instructed Ribbentrop to inform Henderson "only briefly" about the most 
important points of these proposals 441 since the Polish delegate had not come. Henderson appeared 
alone without an interpreter and conducted the conversation in German at his own request, although he 
did not have a perfect command of this language. He did this, as we know today, deliberately, in order 
to be able to talk his way out of misunderstandings if necessary. Herr von Ribbentrop had the trusted 
interpreter Dr. Schmidt with him. Henderson handed the British memorandum to the Reich Foreign 
Minister as a reply to the German note of 29.8.39. After studying this memorandum in the presence of 
Henderson, Ribbentrop had to conclude that the British reply was unsatisfactory. While it emphasized 
in noncommittally fine words the necessity of a German-Polish exchange of views "in all haste," it 
stated in contradiction "that it would be impossible to establish this contact already today." (Dokumente 
zur Vorgeschichte des Krieges, 1939 No. 2, Annex 466) In practical terms, this was the admission that 
England, despite its promise, had not made any effort at all to bring about a negotiation, or it was the 
admission of the impossibility of getting Poland, which since March had ended negotiations under the 
threat of war and was now ready to fight as a result of its general mobilization, to come to the 
negotiating table. Significant are the instructions Henderson had received from Halifax for this round of 
talks. He was to point out "possible provocations" on the part of the German minority, of which there 
was demonstrably no question at all today, and, secondly, that the British government was not in a 
position to recommend to the Polish government that it should go along with the "proposed procedure" 
of Germany. Rather, the German Government should "get things rolling through diplomatic channels, 
namely, by presenting its proposals to the Polish Ambassador in Berlin." (Doc. 461). These demands 
must surely have been embarrassing to Henderson. After all, he knew that the Polish Ambassador in 
Berlin, bound by instructions, was not prepared to accept any proposals, and yet he had to back down 
from his own proposal to have Beck come to Berlin for a peaceful settlement of the problems, and now 
concede that a Polish negotiating representative would not come at all. In addition, Henderson, against 
his better judgment, had to present the invitation of the Polish negotiator as an ultimatum, as he had 
already done on August 29. The Reich Foreign Minister emphatically rejected the remark about alleged 
acts of sabotage by the German minority. Germany 442 knew only of Polish provocations, but Polish 
propaganda did not seem to have missed its mark with the British Government. He refused to discuss 
this subject with the British Government at all. Ribbentrop then replied with regard to the German 
negotiating proposals intended for the Polish negotiator that 1. the British mediation had so far 
produced only one clear result, namely the Polish general mobilization; 2. on the part of the Germans 
one had expected the appearance of a Polish representative today. This was not, as the British 
Government had erroneously assumed, an ultimatum, but, as the Fithrer had already explained the day 
before, a practical proposal dictated by the circumstances. By midnight nothing had been heard from the 
Poles on the German side. The question of a possible proposal was therefore no longer topical. Finally, 
Henderson then asked, "referring to the last paragraph of the German reply of the previous day, whether 
the German proposals had already been worked out and whether these proposals could be handed over 
to him" (Doc. 461). As mentioned a few pages earlier, Henderson based this request on his own falsified 
translation of the German note of the previous day to claim handover, because he had changed "before" 


from "until" the arrival of a Polish representative. Ribbentrop, however, was generous and nevertheless 
read out Hitler's proposals in the wording of all 16 paragraphs and "explained them in detail." This was 
confirmed by Dr. Schmidt in Nuremberg. It was done contrary to Hitler's instructions, since the Polish 
negotiator had not come. Ribbentrop nevertheless decided to do it, from the point of view of what 
Germany would have proposed if the Polish delegate had come. But a delivery of the note demanded by 
Henderson Ribbentrop rightly refused. Nevertheless, he received a copy of this note the next day on 
Hitler's instructions. This negotiating proposal, now read out by Ribbentrop, essentially included the 
return of Danzig to the Greater German Reich, voting within a year under neutral control on the 
affiliation of the Corridor (West Prussia). In case the corridor fell to the Reich by the result of the vote, 
Poland was to receive the port of Gdynia and an extraterritorial road with a railroad line through West 
Prussia. If, on the other hand, the population decided in favor of Poland, the German Reich was to 
receive an extraterritorial road and railroad line to East Prussia. In addition, minority protection treaties 
were demanded and exchange of population if desired. Above all, however, the final 443 borders were 
to be guaranteed internationally. There was no mention of a cession of the province of Posen or the 
valuable East Upper Silesian industrial areas, which could be heard over and over again, nor of any other 
demands, although Germany would have had a legitimate right to them, since these territories were 
arbitrary and contrary to international law, 

without respecting the right of self-determination, or had been annexed by force. Such claims were 
never brought into the discussion by Hitler. Claims to the contrary or so-called "authentic documents", 
which can also be found in the French Yellow Book, among others, are forgeries and are based on false 
reports, which were put into the world by French, Polish and English diplomats and other anonymous 
backers as a deceptive maneuver (Gelbbuch der franz. Government, Nos. 285, 287, 291, 293, and the 
English Doc. 450). According to Dr. Schmidt, "Statist auf diplomatischer Biihne," page 456, this 
proposal 

was a "proper League of Nations proposal" because it had as its basis the right of self-determination 
with respect to West Prussia and, moreover, waived this right with respect to Posen and East Upper 
Silesia. This offer really could not have been more generous, as every historian must now realize. Even 
Henderson, who had just written that Hitler would refuse such a basis, now had to be taught better. 
Hitler's proposal, which had just been read out, contained precisely the minimum demands he had 
outlined. Therefore, even after the parley, he could not but judge this offer as "not unreasonable," 
especially since the Poles were sure of the result of the vote in their favor in the disputed area. Yes, what 
more should and could Hitler do in view of a war wanted and forced by England, Poland and America ? 
That Henderson, on behalf of his government, only practiced stalling tactics at this meeting and that, in 
the absence of promising proposals in the sense of Halifax, this only served to conceal the true intentions 
of the British government, can also be seen from two incidents. Similar to the day before, when he 
started to shout "because of a subordinate point" in front of Hitler, this time he tried, bound by 
instructions, to provoke von Ribbentrop because of an allegedly "misunderstood point", which he then, 
when clarified, actually justified with language difficulties, although he himself had chosen this 
language for transparent reasons. On the other hand, in his subsequent report, he tried in the old familiar 
British method to shift the blame for a coming war away from himself, which certainly leaves an 
initially effective propa 444 ganda effect, but later loses weight before historical research. Even the 
suggestion at the end of the conversation that Ribbentrop should send for the Polish ambassador Lipski 
and present him with the proposals that had just been read out was only a farce to conceal Chamberlain's 
true intentions. Henderson knew very well that Lipski had no authority from his government and that a 
few hours later Beck expressly forbade him to do so. Nevertheless, this proposal proves that Henderson, 
contrary to widespread assertions, had well understood the 16 points presented and found them in order. 


For otherwise he could hardly have made this proposal. At any rate, Henderson must have become 
aware of his old responsibility, so esteemed by many, and perhaps of the quality of Hitler's proposals, 
which he also accepted, that he went immediately afterwards to the Polish Ambassador Lipski and 
informed him very precisely about the individual proposals for negotiation. He virtually implored him - 
against the instructions of his own government - to report to Ribbentrop immediately and to accept the 
proposals. He made another attempt the next day by having Dahlems and Ogilvie-Forbes translate the 
16 points to the Polish ambassador. But Lipski, pale with agitation, could only stammer. Dahlems 
reported that the ambassador was already packed and sitting on boxes. Lipski again clearly indicated that 
he was not interested in German notes and offers. "He knows the situation in Germany after 5 years of 
service as Ambassador and also has connections with Goering and other 'authoritative circles' (Resistance 
leaders, whom he mistakenly calls authoritative). He knew that in the event of war, riots would break 
out in Germany and Polish troops would march victoriously to Berlin." (Dahlems, "The Last Attempt" 
p. 110) Again, one cannot seriously deny that German treachery contributed to the complicity in the 
war. I am absolutely certain that an independent historiography will establish this betrayal not as a 
legend, but as a stab in the back against Germany, and thus deny any claim to leadership by these traitors 
and the strata from which they came. Therefore, even today, no one can or should be surprised that such 
traitors who were caught were executed according to the age-old law of war, "whoever betrays in war 
shall be put to death." Memorials to these people today are a subjugation of a post-war period. This 
betrayal is all the more reprehensible because even these resistance fighters represented the sacrificial 
deaths of hundreds of thousands of German soldiers for a cause in which they did not believe. For an 
objective assessment of the situation and to the credit of the real Henderson, his letter to his Foreign 
Minister still shortly before this last parley with von Ribbentrop must be evaluated: "If at all a genuine 
peace is to exist in the future between Poland and her powerful neighbor, the latter's grounds of 
complaint, which were not created by Herr Hitler but are national grounds of complaint, must be 
eradicated. To achieve this, in my opinion, the city of Danzig, with the exception of the port, must be 
returned to Germany; there must be a direct and exterritorial connection between the Reich and East 
Prussia, and the German minority problem must be solved by means of population exchange. A genuine 
and lasting peace between the two countries cannot be founded on any other basis. There is no hope that 
a' diplomatic compromise could be a lasting success. If we should ever get the German army and nation 
to revolt against the intolerable government of Hitler, it can be, so far as Poland is concerned, only on a 
basis which the whole nation and even its moderate groups regard as fair to Germany... In the 
meantime, I can only reiterate urgently the importance of Poland's immediately accepting the proposal 
for direct negotiation and hereby putting herself in the right before the eyes of the world." Pok. 537 VE, 
DBFP) Declaration of War by World Jewry Mussolini's Appeal for Peace For the assessment of the 
causes of the war and for historical responsibility, with regard to a further aggravation of the situation, 
an exceedingly significant event cannot be disregarded which was to prove itself only later with regard 
to its ominous effects. The day before, the English Prime Minister received from the leader of the 
Zionists and the later President of Israel, Dr. Chaim Weizmann, on August 29, 1939, ie., on the day 
when everything was on the knife's edge, both for good and for evil, an extremely remarkable note: "I 
wish to confirm in an emphatic form the declaration that we Jews will stand by the side of Great Britain 
and fight for democracy. For this reason we place ourselves in the smallest and largest matters under the 
summary direction of the British government (Mandate power in Palestine!). The Jewish representation 
is 446 ready to enter into immediate agreements to use usefully all Jewish human strength, technique, 
aids and abilities." Here it is proved that already before the outbreak of the war the world Jewry, 
ignoring the aggressor, actively placed itself in the line of the warmongers. It thus included itself in the 
ranks of the belligerent powers as our potential adversary and therefore could not and should not have 


been surprised that the Jews under German authority were also treated as such, and were quite rightly 
interned according to international law. For good reasons, this declaration was not submitted to the 
world public until after the outbreak of the war on 5. 9. 39. On 8/31, at about 11 a.m., the head of the 
Italian government and Attolico, the Italian ambassador in Berlin, independently intervened to keep the 
peace. They let London know that if war was to be avoided, the British Government should urge that 
Ambassador Lipski be authorized to negotiate with the Reich Government. Secondly, an international 
conference was to be held on 9/5 with the aim of revising the clauses of the Treaty of Versailles which 
were to be regarded as the cause of the present tensions of European coexistence. (M. Freund, 
"Weltgeschichte der Gegenwart in Dokumenten", Vol. DI, Doc. 142) If it was already strange that 
Hitler did not learn about these activities of Mussolini - he wanted to inform Hitler only after the 
consent of the English and the French - it is even more incomprehensible that Hitler did not learn about 
this from the Secretary of State von Weizsicker who had been informed by Attolico. This happened 
only two days later on 2.9. in the morning, thus after the opening of the hostilities. Again, the question 
arises why such important news was not dutifully reported immediately by Weizsicker? This event 
requires a historical clarification! It is depressing to learn what development of events was caused by 
such a two-track policy in such a decisive hour, brought about 

by today celebrated resisters, has taken or could have taken. I think it is quite possible that Hitler, 
knowing this extremely important information, would have waited and not let his army march lutely, as 
he had already proved on August 25 by his revocation of the march. Is Mr. Weizsicker guilty of the 
outbreak of war? This assertion of mine is underlined by the fact that on the afternoon of September 2, 
when the fighting had already begun with considerable initial success, Hitler accepted the plan of an 
armistice combined with an international conference. How much easier it would have been to prevent a 
war if, with knowledge of these political activities, fighting had not taken place in the first place. Mr. 
von Weizsicker and his ignominious followers must accept this reproach even before history. Today we 
know that Hitler's willingness to negotiate even after the beginning of hostilities failed only because of 
the unrealistic British demand, in contradiction to the Halifax note of August 25, paragraph 2, to the 
French, that the troops should not only be "halted," as this note said, but should now be "withdrawn" to 
the frontier before negotiations could be entered into with Germany. Later, the French government 
stubbornly resisted this new demand, which had not been agreed upon, without success. Not only 
Daladier but also Bonnet tried to the utmost to 

help the Italian armistice plan to succeed, especially since this Mussolini plan was absolutely identical 
with the Halifax plan accepted by the French government on August 25. Again, a snub to France and 
high-handedness to England! Another reason why Hitler and his Foreign Minister did not hear from 
Mussolini about his negotiations was the demand of the French Prime Minister Daladier "to convene 
the conference only if the direct discussions between Germany and Poland should fail." (Bonnet "Before 
the Catastrophe" p. 287). The Last Hours Before the Outbreak of Hostilities Just two hours after 
receiving Mussolini's proposal on the eve of war at 12:50 p.m., Chamberlain rejected it in his first 
reaction "under threat of mobilized armies." (M. Freund "Weltgeschichte der Gegenwart in 
Dokumenten", vol. DI, p. 380). Here England only forgot to say that Poland had been mobilizing for 
half a year with the consent of the English government and had not only promoted the general 
mobilization with the blank check, but had also exclusively considered it good, while Germany had only 
followed suit hesitantly in the most recent period due to the recognizable Polish intentions of aggression. 
England, after all, had only created the "threat of mobilized armies" as a result of its insane guarantee 
policy, as well as the policy of "methods close to the edge of war" recommended by Roosevelt and 
carried out by England! (K. Fei-ling "The life of Neville Chamberlain", p. 392). Also, instead of 
showing the will to negotiate, England used the last day of peace for a 448 aggravation of the situation 


with false instructions to the press. Poland's general mobilization was only a "question of the new claims 
put forward by Hitler," the "British government had immediately forwarded Hitler's note of August 29 
to Warsaw," "German army commanders had been given special powers in the border areas," and 
others. In F. Lenz "Nie wieder Miinchen" on p. 443 it is mendaciously stated: "After receiving a message 
from London indicating the nature of the new claims put forward by Hitler, the Polish government 
announced extraordinary defensive measures". While the Swedish mediator Dahlems, with the support 
of Hitler and Géring, continued his efforts to exhaust every conceivable possibility of peace, a telephone 
conversation which he had conducted, with Henderson's permission, from the British Embassy in Berlin 
with Sir Horace Wilson in the Foreign Office in London, and which was the underlining of the German 
will to negotiate, of Lipski's refusal to accept negotiating proposals, and the consequences of this 
stubbornness, abruptly cut short by Wilson with the words "shut up" hold your tongue by hanging up 
the receiver. (DBFP VH, Doc. 589) Poland was expressly praised by Halifax on this decisive August 31 
because of the proven "firmness" of its Foreign Minister Beck, and the decision not to expose Lipski to 
"extreme pressure and blackmail" in Berlin was also approved, but Henderson was again reprimanded 
for letting Lipski be exposed to pressure from Dahlem, contrary to the directive with his initiative. 
Poland was hopelessly attuned to war. It already saw itself victoriously marching into Berlin! It believed 
in the overthrow of Hitler announced by Kleist-Schmenzin and others. The 31st of August was for 
Beck, as he told the French ambassador Noel, the day of decision. "One would be at war, at issue would 
not be the convening of a joint conference, but joint resistance against the aggressor." (VII, Doc. 693) 
Read these lines 10 times and do not whine about the suffering that then fell upon Poland through her 
own fault. On Aug. 31 at 12:40 p.m., a cipher telegram from Warsaw to Lipski was evaluated by 
GGring's Research Office, requesting a parley. (German White Paper No. 2, p. XXIV). Of course, this 
telegram was also misappropriated by the Polish White Paper. But Poles, as well as Lipski, never 
disputed or rejected this account of the German White Paper. It was clearly stated there "that he should 
ask for a parley, but not engage in any serious talks" So this parley was to serve only to prove to world 
public opinion, with regard to 449 the war guilt, Poland's willingness to negotiate up to the last hour. 
To believe this, however, has so far been reserved only for the German re-educated public. As 
instructed, a little later Lipski contacted Ribbentrop by telephone and asked for a meeting. Since 
Ribbentrop knew from this telegram that Lipski was not to negotiate seriously and also did not bring 
any power of attorney, he wanted to build a golden bridge for him and asked whether he would come 
"in the capacity of a special plenipotentiary or in some other capacity". (ADAP VE, Doc. 475). In Mrs. 
A. v. Ribbentrop's book "Conspiracy Against Peace" p. 500, it says in this regard: "This was a clear hint 
and offered the Polish government a new opportunity." Now it did not need to send any more 
negotiators, but only to give Lipski a "special power of attorney" to bring about the direct negotiations 
at the last hour after all. Lipski realized the importance of this question, for at 3:15 p.m. he had the 
Polish Foreign Minister telegraphed and told that he himself had replied "that he was seeking an 
audience in his capacity as ambassador in order to present a communication from his government." Beck 
was thus left free to extend this "communication" to the effect that Lipski could act as special 
plenipotentiary. Ribbentrop also exhausted this possibility: In order to give the Polish government time 
for such a disposition, he ordered the Polish ambassador to the Foreign Office only at 6:30 p.m.. But 
Beck did not want to and Lipski was already sitting on packed suitcases, because they preferred war to a 
lasting peace, which could easily be achieved after negotiating terms tolerable to both countries. Beck, 
who, according to his own words, was already in a state of war, had again not used this offered period of 
time. Thus Lipski's visit to von Ribbentrop, scheduled for 6:30 p.m., was only a farce. He appeared 
"without authority," was not allowed to "accept any proposals" or hold any factual discussions, and 
declared that he had only indirect information about the situation. Beck felt "apparently neither invited 


nor invited" on the eve of the war, just as he was later denied entry to England, ie., by his supposed 
friends, after a total defeat. He died in 1944 as a broken man only living under stimulants in exile from 
pulmonary consumption. In the face of history, however, such a disregard of a German will to negotiate 
up to the last hour means a responsible acceptance of a war guilt. This was too much, at least for tactical 
reasons, for the person actually responsible for the aggravation of the situation, the British Government, 
as is evident from Halifax's night telegram to Kennard in Warsaw: "On the other hand, I do not see 
why the Polish Government should find it difficult to authorize the Polish Ambassador to accept a 
document from the German Government, and I sincerely hope that they will be able to modify their 
instructions to him in this respect. In the report supplied to us on the German proposals there was no 
mention of any ultimatum, and the suggestion that the demand that a Polish plenipotentiary be sent to 
Berlin on August 30 was tantamount to an ultimatum was vigorously rejected by Herr Ribbentrop in 
conversation with His Majesty's Ambassador. If the document really contained this, the Polish 
Government would naturally refuse to discuss it until the ultimatum was withdrawn. On the other 
hand, a refusal on their part to accept proposals would be 

would be misunderstood by public opinion outside. I should have thought that the Polish Ambassador 
could certainly be instructed to accept and forward a document and say (a) if it contained anything like 
an ultimatum, he foresaw that the Polish Government could certainly not possibly discuss such bases, 
and (b) that in any case, in the opinion of the Polish Government, questions as to the place of 
negotiations, the bases on which they should be held, and the persons involved in them, must be 
discussed and decided between the two Governments." (Blue Book of the British Government No. 100) 
It is also possible that the above reasonable telegram was sent for later historical research, i.e. for optical 
reasons, at least it came too late and did not bear any tangible fruit after the English bidding before. 
After this inconclusive discussion between von Ribbentrop and Lipski, the events came thick and fast. 
The reports of Polish pillaging, plundering, abductions, maltreatment and murder of German minorities 
as well as border raids accumulated in an obvious way and are not legends but verifiable sad facts. 48 
hours had passed after the Polish general mobilization. A Polish attack had to be expected every hour. 
After all the peace efforts, which had been fruitless and had gained time for the Poles and their allies, it 
was necessary to make up for the time that had been uselessly wasted, especially since, on the basis of the 
guarantee, an aggressive intervention by the Western powers had to be expected at the slightest 
provocation caused by the Poles, especially since French activities at the Western Wall were also to be 
expected. However, in view of the current inferiority of the German Wehrmacht and armaments, a war 
on two fronts could never be allowed to occur. At 9:15 p.m., Hitler's offer to Poland was published by 
Deutschlandsender, thus offering the Polish government another opportunity to give in. Instead, the 
Polish government now completely dropped its mask. At 11 p.m., the Warsaw radio station responded 
by rejecting any negotiations, calling Hider's generous proposal for a long-term solution to all disputes 
between the two neighboring countries an "impertinent suggestion," and mockingly declaring that so far 
they had waited in vain 

for the "new Huns." Poland's answer could only be a military one! Poland had already responded to the 
German demands for negotiations of the previous days with "military orders". This was a clear 
declaration of war and must be evaluated as such clearly to Poland's disadvantage regarding the question 
of war guilt. Anything else does not correspond to the historical facts. Decisive assistance was given by 
the eternal troublemakers, the English, with their uncontrollable guarantee, encouraged by Roosevelt in 
America, who never made a secret of his will to destroy Germany. France played only a minor role and 
was used only in tow by England for English interests. A unique chance offered by Hitler to solve the 
last but greatest territorial violation of the Versailles Dictate without bloodshed with a generous, fair 
solution at Germany's expense, which no German government before Hitler would have agreed to, was 


gloriously wasted and brought Europe to the brink of collapse. That the short-sighted Americans, 
unfamiliar with European conditions and clueless, could not grasp this is still understandable, but that 
the historic British Empire did not grasp this and let itself be carried away to such a nonsensical policy 
for Europe out of envy, greed for profit and also inferiority complexes towards a man like Hitler, has 
dug Europe's grave and cost England the world empire. At 6:40 p.m. the German Wehrmacht received 
from Hitler the order to attack at 4:45 a.m. on September 1, 1939, in order to put an end to further 
persecutions of German people and the starvation of Danzig. If it is repeatedly asserted today that 
military planning against Poland was begun on Hitler's instructions as early as April 1939, and that these 
preparations were to be completed by September 1, this is true. But this was, as usual in any army, a 
precautionary measure, not based on any definite intention to attack or even on an order of aggression. 
In accordance with orders, this instruction -the case called "White"- was worked out on the assumption 
that Poland, as she had so often done before, would adopt "a posture threatening the Reich." This is 
legitimate and has not the slightest thing to do with war guilt. It is also historically proven that until 
after the Polish campaign there were no operational plans against England or France. There was no 
declaration of war against Poland from the German side. There was official and in the press only talk of 
"shooting back". Also, the negotiations of Mussolini and von Dahlem continued. The Polish ambassador 
was not forced to leave Berlin. Mussolini's efforts to convene an armistice and peace conference were 
accepted by Germany and France. Only, as usual, England sabotaged and made the insane demand of 
withdrawal of troops before negotiations could be held. At about 10 a.m. on Sept. 1, Britain was again 
informed by Dahlems that in view of the blowing up of the Dirschau Bridge by the Poles and thus the 
forcible cutting off of the transit route to East Prussia, and of the fighting which had taken place the day 
before in the Danzig area, the German Wehrmacht had been ordered to drive the Polish Army from the 
border and to destroy the Polish Air Force in the border area. He said that the German Government was 
in no position to do more on its own after the Polish Government had given proof that it did not want 
to negotiate. He Dahlerus had received permission from the Fiihrer to arrange a very friendly discussion 
with the British and Polish ambassadors. (DBFP VH, nos. 639 u. 644). This information was again 
intended to create an opportunity for necessary negotiations at the last hour. That is why there was only 
talk of border fighting and not of annihilation of Poland. In reply came a "warning" from England 5 
hours later. Not a word about the possibility of negotiations in case of Germany's promise to withdraw 
the troops. But instead came the threat of a temporary ultimatum or a declaration of war. In the British 
House of Commons, the British prime minister spread the lie: "We never received a copy of these 
proposals (Hitler's of Aug. 30), and for the first time last night we heard them on the radio." (British 
Blue Book No. 105). 453 Equally misleading were reports in the press that Hitler's proposals had been 
read to the British Ambassador "at top speed" and were not at all serious. On: 9/3 at 9 a.m. Henderson 
handed the Reich government an ultimatum, limited to two falls, demanding the withdrawal of troops 
from Poland. A quarter of an hour later Chamberlain addressed the House of Commons and announced 
to the world public that "not a word can be believed by the German leaders" and that therefore the 
situation had become "intolerable." Shortly after 11 a.m. he announced on the radio that Britain was in a 
state of war with Germany because the Reich government had not answered the British note (9 a.m.) 
before 11. A week later the same man admitted in a private letter "that he was convinced Hitler 
seriously wanted a settlement with us and was seriously working on his proposals later published by 
radio." England and Poland had their wanted and forced war. France, swimming in England's wake, 
reluctantly joined the English declaration of war a few hours later. For Poland, the march to Danzig, 
East Prussia and Berlin did not take place. The hoped-for and calculated upheaval in Germany failed to 
materialize. England lost its world empire after 5 years of war for nothing and is today only a middle 
power. Europe lives today by America's grace, which has to afford the precious NATO in order to save 


what can be saved. Only Stalin can still grin in his grave today because of so much Western ignorance. 
At first, Poland was the only one to suffer. A revealing document, taken from captured German files 
filmed in the USA, provides information about Poland's terrible tragedy: "After Poland's defeat in 
September 1939, the Polish Marshal Rydz-Smigly told Romanian dignitaries that already two days after 
the beginning of the war the Polish High Command had lost contact with the individually operating 
armies due to the effect of the German air force. England, however, had officially informed the Polish 
government that 1500 English planes were on their way to Poland. None, however, had arrived... 
Furthermore, the Western powers had been assured that the French had broken through the Siegfried 
Line (West Wall) at two points and had penetrated deep into German territory.... Rydz-Smigly declared 
agitatedly that one had relied on the ‘official communications' and promises of help from the English. 
President Moscicki's remark that Poland had finally wanted to accept Germany's conditions but had 
been prevented from doing so by England was particularly bitter. 454 Because his ministers had counted 
on English help, they had finally let it 

let it come to war." (MSp; No. 1585 micro-roll T120,1946, frame 626 334, England volumes 2 and 3 
for the period 7.1. 1933 to 30.7.1940). The above article appeared in the "Deutscher Anzeiger" by 
Anneliese von Ribbentrop. This report, originating from Romania, appeared in the DNB Foreign 
Service. After it had been challenged by the papal organ "Observatore Romano" on 26. 9. 39, the, 
Foreign Office gave the following explanation to the German Embassy in Rome on 23. October 1939: 
"With the" official communications were meant the secret information of the Kleist-Schmetzin 
officially transmitted by Halifax to Colonel Beck on 31.8. in the afternoon about the allegedly hopeless 
internal political situation in Germany and the promised overthrow. Thus, the attitude of the German 
conspirators finally caused Poland, still wavering until the end, to reject the peaceful solution and opt for 
war. This is how it goes if you take traitors seriously! Even on the 3rd day of the unstoppable German 
advance, at a time when, according to the above statements, the defeat of the Polish army was already in 
the offing, Hitler declared himself ready to stop his advance and to guarantee Poland's sovereignty if 
England, France and Poland were ready to discuss his well-known proposals for negotiations. Dahlems 
was authorized to communicate this proposal to England immediately. Further, Hitler had offered to 
send Field Marshal Goering to London immediately for negotiations. The precondition was the 
agreement of the British that the German troops would remain at the points on the fronts where they 
were at the moment of the start of negotiations. DBFP VII, Doc. 762 states: "Dahlems telephoned the 
Foreign Office at 10:50 a.m. to say that the German Government had drafted its reply, which was on its 
way to us. It would reach us at 11 a.m., although he could not guarantee this. As a last attempt he might 
suggest that Field Marshal Goring fly to London and discuss the problems at hand. The Secretary of 
State replied that our position had been made known to the German Government some time ago and 
that we could no longer delay our action. "So this possibility was also lost. But the question arises how 
such an offer by Hitler, after a successful penetration of all fronts with the visible laurel of a general, can 
be reconciled with the distorted image of a bloodthirsty world conqueror who renounces this glory in 
the interest of a long-term attitude toward peace. I 455 do believe that one day one will be forced to 
change the cliché built up around Hitler. Is it not rather the other way round that the real bloodthirsty 
conquerors, who owned almost half of the world, put this forward only because a strong factor of order 
like Greater Germany within the European area and an independent healthy economy, which nobody 
had to disturb, did not suit them as an aggravation of their total striving for world domination, simply 
because they could not get the maw full enough! For me there is no doubt that exclusively the latter was 
the case. As before the First World 

War, again the well-known English word applied: "Germaniam esse delendam" (Germany must be 
destroyed), because it was again too capable and too strong. The Federal Republic today seems to pull 


out of this line of danger only because it promotes our national death, speaking almost with satisfaction 
of the fact that in the year 2000 we are only 40 million Germans... Hitler would still turn in the grave! 
On September 3, at 11:30 a.m., the German answer in the form of a memorandum was handed to the 
British Ambassador Henderson by the German Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop. It read: "The German 
Reich Government has received the ultimatum of the British Government of September 3, 1939. It has 
the honor to reply as follows: 1. the German Reich Government and the German people refuse to 
receive, accept or even fulfill any ultimate demands from the British Government. 2. for many months 
the actual state of war has prevailed on our eastern frontier. After the Treaty of Versailles first tore 
Germany apart, all German governments since then have been denied any peaceful settlement. Even the 
National Socialist Government, after 1933, has tried again and again to eliminate the worst violations 
and infringements of this treaty by peaceful negotiation. It was primarily the British Government 
which, by its intransigent behavior, thwarted any practical revision. Had it not been for the intervention 
of the British Government, a reasonable solution, fair to both sides, would certainly have been found 
between Germany and Poland. For Germany had not intended or demanded to annihilate Poland. The 
Reich demanded only the revision of those articles of the Versailles Treaty which, even at the time of 
the drafting of this dictate, had been declared by insightful statesmen of all nations to be intolerable and 
therefore impossible in the long run both for a great nation and for the entire political and economic 
interests of Europe. British statesmen, too, declared the solution then forced upon Germany in the East 
to be the germ of later wars. To eliminate this danger was the wish of all German governments and 
especially the intention of the new National Socialist People's Government. To have prevented this 
peaceful revision is the fault of British Cabinet policy. 3 The British Government, in a unique act in 
history, gave the Polish State a general power of attorney for all actions against Germany which that 
State might intend to take. The British Government assured the Polish Government of its military 
support under all circumstances in the event that Germany should resist any provocation or attack. 
Thereupon the Polish terror against the Germans living in the territories once torn away from Germany 
immediately assumed intolerable forms. The Free City of Danzig was treated unlawfully against all legal 
provisions, first threatened with economic and customs annihilation, and finally militarily dismantled 
and choked off in terms of transportation. All these violations of the law of the Danzig Statute, known 
to the British Government in detail, were approved and covered by the blank power of attorney issued 
to Poland. The German Government, seized by the suffering of the German population tortured and 
inhumanly maltreated by Poland, nevertheless stood by patiently for 5 months without once taking any 
similar aggressive action against Poland. It only warned Poland that these events would be unbearable in 
the long run and that it was determined to help itself in case nobody else would help this population. All 
these events were known to the British government in detail. It would have been easy for it to offer its 
great influence in Warsaw to exhort the rulers there to administer justice and humanity and to observe 
the existing obligations. The British Government has not done this. On the contrary, while constantly 
emphasizing its duty to assist Poland at all costs, it has virtually encouraged the Polish Government to 
continue in its criminal conduct which endangers the peace of Europe. The British Government, out of 
this spirit of still being able to save the peace of Europe, rejected Mussolini's proposal, although the 
German Reich Government had declared its willingness to go along with it. The British Government 
therefore bears 457 responsibility for all the misfortune and suffering which has now come and will 
come upon many peoples. 4. After all attempts to find and conclude a peaceful solution had been 
rendered impossible by the intransigence of the British-covered Polish Government, after the civil war- 
like conditions which had existed for months on the eastern frontier of the Reich, without the British 
Government having anything to object to, gradually intensified into open attacks on Reich territory, the 
German Government has decided to put an end to this continuing threat, intolerable for a great power, 


to the first external and then finally also internal peace of the German people, by those means which, 
after the governments of the democracies had practically sabotaged all other possibilities of revision, 
alone remain to defend the peace, security and honor of the German Reich. The German Reich 
Government is not willing, as a result of any British intentions or obligations, to tolerate conditions in 
the East similar to those which we find in Palestine under British protectorate. The German people, 
however, are above all unwilling to be maltreated by Poland. 5 The German Reich Government 
therefore rejects the attempts to force Germany by an ultimate demand to recall its Wehrmacht, which 
had been deployed for the protection of the Reich, and thus to accept the old unrest again. The threat 
otherwise to fight Germany in war is in accordance with the intention proclaimed for years by 
numerous British politicians. The German Reich Government and the German people have assured the 
British people innumerable times how much they desire an understanding, even a 

close friendship with them. If the British Government has hitherto always rejected these offers and now 
answers them with an open threat of war, this is not the fault of the German people and their 
Government, but is exclusively the fault of the British Cabinet or men who for years have been 
preaching the destruction and extermination of the German people. The German people and their 
government do not intend to dominate the world as Britain does, but they are determined to defend 
their own freedom, their independence and above all their lives. The intention communicated to us by 
Mr. King-Hall on behalf of the British Government to destroy the German people even more than was 
done by the Versailles Treaty, we take note of, and will therefore answer any act of aggression by 
England with the same weapons and in the same form." 458 England received this memorandum in 
response to its ultimatum. The day before, Hitler had already received word from the press adviser of 
the German Embassy, Dr. Fritz Hesse from Chamberlain's closest associate, Sir Horace Wilson, "that 
England is determined for war and is no longer available for a compromise." As F. Hesse reports on page 
210 of his book "The Game for Germany," this was the answer to von Ribbentrop's request for a 
compromise, transmitted by telephone: "The Fuehrer is prepared to walk out of Poland again and offer 
compensation for the damage already done on condition that we receive Danzig and the road through 
the Corridor if England takes over mediation in the German-Polish conflict. You are authorized by the 
Fiihrer to submit this proposal to the English Cabinet and to begin negotiations on it immediately." This 
action at the very last hour, with a further concession by the Fuehrer to keep the peace, was also 
fruitless. Significant is the statement of the British Foreign Minister, which he made almost beaming 
with joy, and which reveals England's deliberate game of war: Now we have forced Hitler to war, so 
that he can no longer peacefully abrogate one piece of the Versailles Treaty after another." Indicative of 
the cynicism and recklessness of this man is a record from the diplomat Kirkpatrick, who was present: 
"Halifax seemed relieved that we had made our decisionimg. He ordered beer, which was brought down 
in his pajamas by a sleepy clerk who lived in the house. We laughed and joked." Hitler's Peace Proposals 
to the World After the Polish Campaign On October 6, 1939, immediately after the conclusion of the 
Polish campaign, Hitler appeared before the Reichstag and thus before the world public with a 
constructive and comprehensive peace program to the world powers to prevent a military clash. "Two 
problems are under discussion today:" 1. the settlement of the questions arising from the breakup of 
Poland, and 2. the problem of remedying those international preoccupations which politically and 
economically complicate the lives of peoples. What, then, are the objectives of the Reich Government 
with regard to the ordering of conditions in the area recognized as the German sphere of influence west 
of the German-Soviet demarcation line? 459 1. the creation of an imperial border which, as already 
emphasized, corresponds to the historical, ethnographic and economic conditions," 2. the ordering of the 
entire living space according to nationalities, i.e., a solution of those minority questions which affect not 
only this space but which, in addition, concern almost all southern and southeastern European states, 3. 


in this connection, the attempt to order and regulate the Jewish problem, 4. the reorganization of the 
transport and economic life of the Jewish people. Reconstruction of transport and economic life for the 
benefit of all people living in this area, 5. Guarantee of the security of this whole area, and 6. 
Establishment of the Polish state, which in its structure and leadership will offer a guarantee that neither 
a new flashpoint against the German Reich 

will arise, nor a center of intrigue against Germany and Russia will be formed. In addition, an 
immediate attempt must be made to eliminate or at least mitigate the effects of the war, ie., to alleviate 
the existing excessive suffering through practical relief activity. The second task, however, which in my 
view is far more important, is to establish not only the conviction but also the feeling of a European 
security. For this it is necessary that 1. an unconditional clarity about the aims of the foreign policy of 
the European states occurs. In so far as Germany is concerned, the Reich Government is prepared to give 
a complete and full clarity of its foreign policy intentions. It places at the head of this declaration the 
statement that the Treaty of Versailles is no longer regarded as existing, or rather that the German 
Government and with it the whole German people see no cause or occasion for any further revision 
except the demand for a colonial possession due and corresponding to the Reich, that is, first and 
foremost for the return of the colonies. This demand for colonies is founded not only in the historical 
legal claim, but above all in the elementary legal claim to a share in the raw material resources of the 
earth. This demand is not an ultimate one, and it is not a demand backed by force, but a demand of 
political justice and economic general reason. 2) The demand for a real flourishing of the international 
economy in connection with the increase of trade and transport presupposes the bringing into order of 
the internal economies or of the productions within the individual states. In order to facilitate the 
exchange of these products, however, it is necessary to reorganize the markets and to settle the 
currencies once and for all, so as gradually to remove the obstacles to free trade. But the most important 
condition for a real flourishing of the European and non-European economy is the establishment of an 
unconditional peace and a sense of security among the peoples. This security will not be made possible 
by the final sanctioning of the European status, but above all by the reduction of armaments to a 
reasonable and economically viable level. But this necessary sense of security includes above all a 
clarification of the applicability and scope of use of certain modern weapons which, in their effects, are 
capable of penetrating the heart of any individual nation at any time, and which will thus leave behind a 
permanent sense of insecurity. I have already made proposals in this direction in my earlier Reichstag 
speeches. They were probably rejected at that time because they originated from me. I believe, however, 
that the feeling of national security in Europe will only come about when the concept of permitted and 
unpermitted use of weapons is comprehensively fixed in this area by clear international and valid 
obligations. Just as the Geneva Convention once succeeded in prohibiting, at least among civilized 
countries, the killing of the wounded, the ill-treatment of prisoners, fighting against noncombatants, 
etc., and just as this prohibition has succeeded in the course of time in gaining general respect, so it must 
also succeed in prohibiting the use of air power, the use of gas, etc., and also the use of submarines, of 
the submarine, but also the concepts of counter-terrorism, in such a way that war is stripped of the 
terrible character of a struggle against women and children and, in general, against non-belligerents. The 
perhorrescence of certain procedures will lead from ourselves to the elimination of the weapons which 
then become superfluous. I have endeavored, already in this war with Poland, to let the air force appear 
only when an active resistance was made in one place. It must also be possible, however, to find a 
fundamental, generally applicable international regulation along the lines of the Red Cross. Only under 
such conditions will peace be possible, especially in our densely populated continent, which, freed from 
mistrust and fear, can then provide the prerequisite for a real flourishing of economic life as well. I 
believe that there is no responsible European statesman who does not in the deepest depths 461 of his 


heart desire the flourishing of his people. But a realization of this desire is conceivable only within the 
framework of a general cooperation of the nations of the continent. To secure this cooperation, 
therefore, can only be the aim of each individual man genuinely struggling for the future even of his 
own people. In order to achieve this great aim, the great nations on this continent will nevertheless have 
to meet one day in order to work out, adopt and guarantee in a comprehensive settlement a statute 
which will give them all a sense of security, tranquillity and thus peace. It is impossible for such a 
conference to convene without thorough preparatory work, that is, without clarification of the 
individual points and, above all, without preparatory work. But it is equally impossible that such a 
conference, which is to determine the destiny of this very continent for decades to come, should operate 
under the roar of cannons or even under the pressure of mobilized armies. If, however, sooner or later 
this problem must be solved, then it would be more sensible to approach this solution, 

before millions of people bleed to death without purpose and billions of valuables are destroyed." Here 
one recognizes the ingenious handwriting of Hitler, an architect, a master builder, who has hardly 
returned from the forced deployment at the front and is occupied with constructive thoughts. Not the 
craft of war is his profession, but the drawing board with charcoal pencil and ruler, with which he 
immediately declares himself ready to create again peacefully for the future. Only he found no one 
among the statesmen who was a match for him, who had clear ideas about the future. They did not 
want to build, they hid behind hollow spiritual phrases of human happiness, and yet they were only 
puny destroyers and not builders of the future of Europe. Where ever after the war has there been an 
organizing hand, where ever has there been real peace. All the responsible destroyers, as far as they did 
not die, were voted out of office and were not considered worthy for a peaceful construction. The result 
looked accordingly. No problem was solved by only dividing, patching and improvising, with all the 
misconstructions of non-architects. The existing tensions became a powder keg that this organized 
disorder will explode one day. Where is a man of the stature of Adolf Hitler to be seen today, who has 
the will and the ability to prevent this final catastrophe? Are the peoples today still willing to commit 
themselves and make sacrifices in the interest of survival and care for future generations? 462 Hitler's 
Different Way of Thinking and Acting Towards World Democrats Hitler was not a war adventurer. 
He would never have waged war against England and France, or even with Norway, Denmark, 
Holland, Belgium, or later against Yugoslavia and Greece, if he had not been forced to do so because of 
the major political situation. He let the English escape at Dunkirk in order to spare Germanic blood and 
to come to a peace with England that would not be against its honor. He refused Franco French and 
Italian colonies, which were demanded as an equivalent for entering the war. He was appalled by the 
high-handed and foolish Italian campaign in Greece. For Europe's sake, he rejected the Soviet Molotov 
demands, thus handing himself an enemy rather than surrendering European interests. How different 
the world democrats of Roosevelt, Churchill, later Truman and Attlee were from the Soviet demands in 
Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam, not to mention the fatal and foolish demand of unconditional surrender 
for Europe. How different -the treatment of the French at the armistice negotiations on 21. 6.1940 in 
the forest of Compiegne and the shameless arrest of the German Reich government under Dénitz by the 
English at the end of the war. It is worthwhile to reflect on this and to examine where farsightedness, 
decency and morality stood. Bismarck may help us a little here, too, if the chapter on fairness and 
decency is to be dealt with briefly in the following by means of two examples. In September 1870, the 
"Nationalzeitung" complained about the ruthless treatment of the captured emperor of the French. 
"Nemesis," it opined, "should have been less gallant against the man of September 2, the author of the 
security laws, the instigator of the Mexican tragedy, the instigator of this outrageous war"; the victor 
had been all too cavalier in the judgment of the "people's mind." Bismarck was not at all of this opinion. 
"The popular mind, public opinion," he said, "does, however, think so. People demand that in conflicts 


between states the victor should sit in judgment on the vanquished with the moral code in his hand and 
punish him for what he has committed against him, possibly also for your sins against third parties. But 
this is a quite unseemly demand. The concepts of punishment, reward, revenge do not belong in politics. 
Politics must not interfere with the nemesis, must not want to exercise the office of judge. That is a 
matter for divine providence. Politics has 463 not to avenge what has happened, but to ensure that it 
does not happen again. Under all circumstances, it must concern itself solely with the question: What is 
the advantage of my country in this, and how do I best and most fruitfully exercise this advantage? It 
must ask itself in this case: Who will be more useful to us, a badly treated Napoleon or a well treated 
one? The possibility is not excluded, after all, that he may one day come back on top." These are truly 
wise words of which our victors, the world democrats, had not even a trace of an inkling. But Hitler 
never 

reviled a defeated opponent or denied him respect; he always spoke with high esteem of the bravery of 
his defeated opponents. Hitler appeared in person with his staff at the armistice negotiations after the 
collapse of the French army. Not revenge, but chivalry towards a defeated, but proud people, were his 
simple motives. In Compiegne the star with the shameful inscription, "Here on 11.11.1918 the criminal 
arrogance of the German Reich, defeated by the free peoples it wanted to enslave", was covered with 
the imperial war flag, not the stone was blown up. On Hitler's order the old railroad carriage had been 
brought. At that time, the German negotiators were addressed in an emphatically contemptuous manner 
after they had to wait for the arrival of the French Marshal Foch behind their chairs. How different the 
ceremony ordered by Hitler. The French commission led by General Huntzinger was received by a 
presenting honor formation. A tent had been erected with all the comforts for their discussions with 
each other. Hitler, with his companions, awaited the French in the negotiating car. He and his 
companions rose solemnly at the entrance of the French and paid their respects to the defeated enemy. 
The German armistice terms were read out in two languages and read: "On September 3, 1939, 25 years 
after the outbreak of the World War, England and France have again declared war on Germany 
without cause. Now the decision of arms has been made. France is defeated, the French government has 
asked the Reich government to make known to it the German conditions for an armistice. If to a 
reception of these conditions the historical forest of Compiegne was determined, then it happened, in 
order to erase by this act of a restorative justice once for all a memory, which was for 464 France no 
glory leaf of its history, but was felt by the German people as deepest disgrace. France, after a heroic 
resistance, was defeated and collapsed in a single succession of bloody battles. Germany, therefore, does 
not intend to give to the armistice terms the traits of vituperation toward so valiant an adversary. The 
purpose of the German demands is 1. to prevent a resumption of the struggle; 2. to offer Germany every 
security for a continuation of the war against England forced upon her, as well as 3. to create the 
conditions for the shaping of a new peace, the essential content of which will be the redress of the 
wrongs done by force to the German Reich itself" The terms of the armistice were signed the very next 
day. Throughout the negotiation period, General Huntzinger had telephone contact with the new 
French government of Marshal Petain. What a difference from 1918, when the non-defeated Germans 
were blackmailed! Here there was no blackmail at all. All that was demanded was what had to be 
demanded with the war still going on, without offending France's pride. Even General Huntzin-ger had 
to admit this in a telephone conversation with his Marshal Petain, in which he found the words: "The 
conditions are hard, but they do not contain anything against the honor of France". This was again the 
signature of Hitler, who did not want to humiliate and destroy, but as an architect looked for a solution 
acceptable to all parts. Hitler wanted cooperation for a Europe to be shaped in the future. He respected 
the ethnic characteristics of the very different peoples and ethnic groups. He did not want a uniform 
mass, but wanted to win the diversity of the peoples in creative national self-activity and responsibility 


and in the great work to participate in shaping. In contrast, the signature of the eternal destroyer of 
English obsession with power, Churchill, at the end of the war looked different and from the very 
beginning clearly showed that he had never been a creative man. I do not believe that there is a German 
today who does not blush with shame when he recalls the dishonorable circumstances of the arrest of the 
German Reich government and its head of state, Grand Admiral Dénitz. The personal adjutant of the 
Grand Admiral Herr Liidde-Neurath reported in his report, "Government of Dénitz, the Last Days of 
the III Reich." "The unconditional surrender of the German Wehrmacht was signed by Grand Admiral 
Dénitz, the quiet, distinguished man, 465 on May 8, 1945. He took his appointment as head of state as 
an order to end the war. He believed at that time that Hitler, realizing the hopelessness, wanted to clear 
by his death the way 

which he himself was not prepared to take under any circumstances: the path of surrender. Dénitz had 
gone this way with a heavy heart and considered this order fulfilled with his signature on May 8. That 
act was at the same time the last free decision of an independent German government. It had not 
renounced its sovereignty; but regardless of its legality, the victors left it no option. The country was 
completely occupied; the enemy ruled. After initially remaining untouched, the caretaker Reich 
government was suddenly declared captured and dissolved on May 23, 1945. Up to this point, the 
capture had taken place in correct forms. We saw no reason why the treatment should change in the 
further course. Admiral von Friedeburg, however, disagreed. He walked up and down with the Grand 
Admiral in front of his apartment. He thought hard about whether he should go along with the "circus 
now beginning with all its dishonorable concomitants." Dénitz objected. He believed that we prisoner- 
of-war soldiers would be granted treatment in accordance with the Geneva Convention. A belief, 
however, that was very soon and very blatantly proved wrong. Von Friedeburg found his suspicions 
confirmed immediately after this conversation, when he witnessed one of the most undignified scenes of 
that day in front of the government building, and no doubt under the impression of it, but in accordance 
with a previously made decision, took his own life shortly afterwards by ingesting poison. I cannot 
condemn him, who as a soldier did his duty to the end which was particularly bitter for him as a 
negotiator, because he now spared himself the dishonorable treatment as a criminal. We had just begun 
to make the final arrangements for our departure in peace, when about 11 o'clock an English captain 
appeared on the scene with some soldiers, who tried to urge the Grand Admiral on, disregarding all 
military decorum. In vain I told him that his orders to "leave immediately" and "only one suitcase" 
contradicted the instructions just received from the American Major General Rooks. Since the 
repacking of our things into only one suitcase would have taken time, it remained with the intended 
two pieces of luggage for the Grand Admiral and for me. After all, this episode gave rise to a tale of 
eight suitcases and silk underwear, with which its writer demonstrated a regrettable lack of love of truth. 
Even my politely presented request to moderate the tone somewhat, because the host, bril 466 lant 
carrier Captain zur See Liith, had only passed away through an accident a few days before, went 
completely unheeded. On the contrary, the house of mourning was ransacked with loud hellos, and Mrs. 
Liith fled to me in tears with her husband's valuable war decorations. Not knowing any better advice, I 
asked the American escort officer, who clearly distanced himself from the behavior of his confederate, to 
save these things from the grasp of the English soldiers, which he agreed to do. Under heavy guard we 
were now driven to police headquarters in Flensburg. Here a physical examination took place, the exact 
description of which I must refrain from giving at this point. It may suffice to say that nothing remained 
unexamined... During the simultaneous search of the luggage, which took place without our presence, a 
number of private items such as briefcases, fountain pens, photographs of relatives and the like were 
stolen, in addition to a few documents whose removal was deemed necessary for official purposes. The 
field marshal's baton of the Grand Admiral, as well as his interim baton, insignia that belonged to his 


rank as well as the shoulder pieces to each officer, were also taken. Given the value of these two staffs, I 
doubt whether they have taken a service route. In any case, it is certain that in the past 14 days it would 
have been easy to save these things from the grasp of the victors. But the idea of taking them away, 
which is inadmissible under the Geneva Convention, had not occurred to us before, just as the overall 
treatment from that day on was inconceivable in military terms of chivalry toward the captured enemy. 
After waiting for about an hour in the hall of the building, also under heavy guard, Reich Minister 
Count Schwerin von Krosigk with the members of the executive Reich government and Colonel 
General Jod] with the heads of the OK W were brought in. From them we learned the course of events 
in the government building. With a military effort of tanks, infantry and military police, which was 
disproportionate to the task to be solved, the enclave had been surrounded.... A spectacle was to be 
presented. In any case, the soldiers of the 11th English Armored Division played this role just as well as 
the English captain mentioned earlier in the Grand Admiral's house. Their behavior was all the more 
surprising because the name of this division had a good reputation in the German Wehrmacht and the 
buffalo on the upper arm was considered a sign of a brave and decent troop. Since the leader of the 
overall action, the English combat commander of Hensburg, Brigadier Chucher, had previously shown 
himself to be a correct negotiator with the German authorities, it must be assumed that there were 
higher instructions regarding the form of the arrest.... Shortly after the beginning of the meeting, English 
soldiers burst into the government building armed to the teeth with drawn machine pistols 

and hand grenades: "Hands up!" Second action: "Pants down!" And then the previously indicated 
investigation, which was made with us at least individually, was carried out in Corona. For the sake of 
completeness, it must be mentioned that this treatment is also said to have happened to some secretaries 
and officers present in the house together. I also consider these incidents, which were reported to me in a 
credible manner, to have been proven in view of the photographs which appeared about this décolleté in 
Allied newspapers with the remark that the Herrenvolk had been surprised in their beds. After that, all 
the inmates of the house were herded in an undignified manner into the courtyard, where they had to 
stand with their hands raised for an excessively long time, exposed to the crossfire of the photographers, 
to the insults of the soldiers and to the curious looks of the population, which obviously did not agree 
with this treatment... After a long to and fro, the gentlemen who were to be deported were allowed to 
collect their luggage under guard, only to find that all the rooms had already been thoroughly searched. 
They did not even think about taking away the watches, radios and other valuables under the eyes of the 
owners. After being taken to the police station, the luggage was again thoroughly "examined". Jod] 
coined the term "organized looting" for what really happened. In view of the events, there was no way 
to contradict him.... However, he did not escape the "dishonorable treatment" that Admiral von 
Friedeburg feared, even by dying. His body was looted. For this incident, an official apology was later 
made the only one from the English side, to my knowledge." The legal position of the German Reich 
Grand Admiral Dénitz then made the following statement as a prisoner and internee in his capacity as 
the last German head of state in the Mondorf camp, where he had been transferred with the members of 
his government by the Allies: 1. "The surrender has been concluded by my agents on the basis of a 
written power of attorney which I issued as head of state of the German Reich and thus as supreme 
commander 468 of the Wehrmacht, and which was required and recognized in this form by the 
authorized representatives of the Allied forces. The Allies have thus recognized me themselves as head of 
state of the German Reich. (2) The unconditional surrender of the three German Armed Forces, which 
took place under my authority on May 9, 1945, did not cause the German Reich to cease to exist, nor 
did it terminate my office as Head of State. The caretaker government appointed by me also remained in 
office; the Allied supervisory commission in Flensburg had business dealings with it until May 23. The 
complete occupation of the German Reich following the surrender did not change this legal situation. It 


has only actually hindered me and my government from carrying out governmental acts in Germany. 
(4) Nor could my and my Government's capture have had any influence on the legal situation described 
above. Its only consequence was that any actual official activity on behalf of me and my government 
ceased completely. (5) In this view of the legal consequences of the military operations referred to, Iam 
in accordance with the generally recognized principles of international law." This declaration by Dénitz 
is not only of historical value, but it also has significance under international law. Indeed, there is no 
legal act of the victorious nations that declared the termination of the German Empire. Dénitz, as the 
current head of state of the German Reich, was forced to sign the Unconditional Surrender. The 
German Reich remained in existence. The victors occupied the German Reich territory on their own 
responsibility and divided it into 4 areas of responsibility called zones. They 

exercised their rights and duties as occupying powers there on their own responsibility. There was no 
functioning German government. Only gradually did the occupying powers begin to make use of 
German auxiliaries in various ways, especially in administration. The actual sovereign rights belonged to 
the occupiers. It was only when circumstances demanded it that part of the responsibility was transferred 
to German forces agreeable to the occupying powers. The intention was to lighten the load and to 
increase German cooperation and responsibility. The Parliamentary Council was created and was 
supposed to draw up a federal constitution. What was unique in this political situation, however, was 
that none of the politicians who were called upon to cooperate at the time declared that they were 
prepared to take back into their own hands the degree of responsibility that you victors might have 
wanted. But the German Reich, though diminished, still exists; there is no legal act of the victorious 
nations which has pronounced the termination of the Reich. If you now demand that we should take 
our fate into our own hands again, this can only be done for the entire territory of the occupied German 
area. But if that is not possible, we can do no more than be content with an administrative statute. 
Instead, however, the Federal Government was established through the Parliamentary Council, a 
unique process in German history. It was not the victors, but we Germans who broke up the German 
Reich ourselves by founding the Federal Republic. How this unbelievable process will be evaluated 
historically, no one can say today. The answer to this division could not be omitted. The part of the 
Reich occupied by the Soviets followed suit and founded the People's Democracy. Thus, overnight, we 
had created not two brother states, but two worlds, each of which was forced to pursue its own policy in 
the run-up to two world powers. This applies to the ideological as well as economic and political, but 
what is far worse, also to the military side. The Austrians were in the same situation at that time, also 
divided into East and West zones, and were more clever and wiser than the German brother nation. 
They waited their hour and today they are one unit and independent. It would be a dream if today or 
tomorrow Austria could become the crystallization core for both German states. In addition then still 
France in the alliance could become again a starting point for an independent European policy. For a 
coming Europe there must not be a classification into respective power blocs in the future. Our only 
historical chance can only be the separation of these blocs with an independent European policy. If we 
do not muster the strength for this, we will no longer have any Europeans who could shape this task as a 
battlefield for future conflicts between America and the Soviet Union. But all this would not have been 
necessary if the Greater German Reich had not been destroyed, thus rendering Europe incapable of 
functioning. When will the Europeans realize that England has forfeited her right as a European power 
after two wars of destruction against Germany? England will always remain a troublemaker and would 
be better off as an American colony. The only thing that matters for Europe is that France and Germany 
take the initiative together. If there is no longer the will for the third power, 470 which alone is capable 
of separating the power blocs, we should make our will right now. The only real German opposition 
that existed in postwar Germany was the Socialist Reich Party (SRP). It was banned after overwhelming 


initial success. From Bonn's point of view, even rightly so. Only the justification: Neo-fascism was 
wrong. The reasons lay deeper or were not even seen through by the Federal Constitutional Court. In 
truth, they were neither Federal Republicans nor People's Democrats. We were nothing but plain 
Germans and Europeans. In truth, from Bonn's point of view, we were high traitors who did not love 
Bonn and did not want Pankow. We wanted a German Reich government. The core issue at that time 
was remilitarization, which we sharply rejected as a national calamity, despite our desire for military 
service and coming from a militant Germany, because we were to become NATO soldiers. There was at 
the moment a real chance for a common Germany, which the Soviets were ready to grant, if instead of a 
military integration into NATO an armed neutral and thus non-aligned Germany would have been 
ready to do so even without the SED. Whether we will be offered such an opportunity again remains 
questionable and requires powerful politicians with self-confidence. I would be glad if these forces 
would come from France to take the hesitating Germany by the hand. But these forces can never come 
from leftist circles, because then independence would only end up as a pretext for a planned submission 
to the Soviets. The third world is waiting for this third power bloc and will joyfully take advantage of it. 
The starting point lies solely in Europe. Dualism, as history teaches, means war in its final phase. Only a 
third equal power, like the balance beam of a scale, can take care of balancing and reducing a 
confrontation. The division of the world into two parts is a misfortune and the main danger point for its 
self-dissolution. 471 IX. CHAPTER BACKGROUND OF RUSSIAN FIELD TRAIN Stalin's 
calculation did not work It is more than astonishing that today the version of Hitler's breach of treaty 
and of the perfidious invasion of the Soviet Union is still believed and maintained. It is even worse that 
official circles spread this thesis and defend it at every negotiation with the Soviets, blaming Hitler and 
Germany for the human suffering caused to the Russian population. But it is even more devastating that 
our leftist and ultramontane politicians conclude treaties with Soviet Russia that are not very profitable 
for us on the premise of a guilt complex. Why are the political realities concealed even today? In the 
chapter on the German-Soviet 

Non-Aggression Pact I explained that it is fundamentally a fallacy that with such treaties a renunciation 
of the world revolutionary objective of Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism was introduced. Nobody knew 
this better than Adolf Hitler. Even if this treaty seemed to him most welcome in view of a two-front 
war for the prevention of such a war and he was willing to keep it from his side, he knew the motives of 
Stalin, who had concluded these treaties in the sense of Lenin's revolutionary tactics and for reasons of 
gaining time for an even more intensive rearmament. In Communist No. 5 in April 1958, on page 
77/80, it says: "The non-aggression pact with Germany was calculated to gain time and strengthen our 
defensive power... It was not England and France who were the real fighters against the fascist danger, 
remaining consistent fighters from beginning to end, but the Communist parties. The Communists 
fought irreconcilably against fascism." For Stalin, the sole concern was that World War II get off the 
ground in some form. He hoped that the Polish-British Aliance would give rise to it, whether triggered 
by Poland or Germany or England. England and the Soviet Union had one thing in common in their 
thinking, namely to let others pull the chestnuts out of the fire first, and then to intervene at the 
moment when a military weakening of the adversaries had taken place. Russia was primarily interested 
in a military confrontation between Germany and France, because it hoped that such a confrontation 
would result in a protracted, energy-sapping struggle, precisely because of the experience it had gained 
in the First World War. The lightning victories in Poland, Norway, Belgium, Holland and France were 
a sensational surprise for the Soviet Union, and of course for the world, and spoiled this concept for it. 
Despite the almost complete denuding of the Eastern Front - the existing German troops were urgently 
needed in other theaters of war - Stalin did not find a favorable opportunity to intervene. Only Stalin 
had the unique luck to find two real confederates in Churchill and Roosevelt. Both were dependent on 


world Jewry, which held the prevailing view that "communism was essentially a benevolent power, 
while those nationalist states such as Vichy France, Fascist Italy and National Socialist Germany 
represented the archetype of alleged malevolence, primarily because they wanted to escape Stalin's rule. 
Had England or America had an anti-Communist statesman in 1940, that would have been sufficient 
reason for Stalin, just as it was years before when he let Franco win the war in Spain, to moderate his 
program in favor of his foreign policy." (Hoggan, "The Unnecessary War," pp. 438/439). From 1940 
onward, it became increasingly obvious that Stalin was seeking rapprochement with these two men who 
were disastrous for the world. The interplay of Churchill and Stalin was very evident in the 
machinations that led to the overthrow of the Yugoslav government. This overthrow was intended, 
according to Stalin's wishes, to create an ally for the establishment of a front on Germany's southern 
flank. All the blows 

of the German Wehrmacht were so swift and sustained that with the intended invasion of the Red 
Army, which was also later confirmed by Khrushchev, the opening of a two-front war for the Soviet 
Union was not yet practically a given. Therefore, a better opportunity was hoped for when Hitler 
attacked his only and last opponent who had declared war on Germany, namely England. This would 
also have been the logical consequence of the events that resulted from the situation. It is a fact that on 
the day of the completion of the Blitzkrieg against France, the alleged "world conqueror Hitler" did not 
yet have an opera 473 tion plan against England. Operation "Sea Lion" against England was only hastily 
worked out after the defeat of France. In this context, the following sworn statement by Herr von 
Schlabrendorff is interesting, which he made on the occasion of my far-fetched trial in Braunschweig 
for allegedly insulting the resistance fighters: "At that time, he had sat on the leadership staff of the 
preparatory 'Sea Lion Company'. Although one had come there to the positive result, one had 
nevertheless sent the -consequential message that this was militarily not possible out of the political 
intention to prevent one". The same Herr von Schlabrendorff had also visited Churchill before the 
Hitler-Stalin Pact and warned of the consequences behind the back of the Reich government. About 
this can be read in Hans Grimm "Warum -Woher aber Wohin" on page 436: "Schlabrendorff states: 
When I prefaced my presentation with the sentence, I am not a Nazi, but a good patriot, Ghurchill 
smiled over his broad face and said: neither am I! What contempt the English Churchill may have felt 
in himself at those three words!" To this one must know that the entire German embassy in Moscow 
under Count Schulenburg and also General Késtring, who was often active there, belonged to the 
German resistance and did everything to make life difficult for Hitler. As far as I can judge from my 
view of the personal connection with Hitler, the news about the difficulties of the implementation of 
the Sea Lion enterprise was not entirely unpleasant to him. After all, he was still dreaming of a possible 
understanding between the two brother nations. And after the unsuccessful landing of the English in 
Norway, because we had beaten them by only hours, and after the grandiose victory over France and 
thus practically the occupation of the entire Atlantic coast, he still hoped for a yielding of England and a 
peaceful settlement in view of the imminent danger posed by the Soviet Union for Europe. This way of 
thinking is underlined by Hitler's intervention at Dunkirk, when he made sure that the trapped English 
could escape without their equipment, truly a noble gesture, but in retrospect a disastrous one. There is 
also an authentic witness to this, Dr. Hans Severus Ziegler, from a personal conversation with Hitler at 
the end of July 1940 in the "Elefanten" in Weimar: Here spoke no one who wanted to be praised as "the 
greatest general of all times". Just as he (Hitler) hated the Byzantines, he hated such titles that those 
invented. Among other things I know from this hour from his mouth, thus authentically, that he let 
happen that withdrawal of the largest parts of the defeated English troops at Dunkirk, incomprehensible 
to the 474 most generals, for very valid political reasons. Hitler appeared at the headquarters of the head 
of Army Group A, Colonel General von Rundstedt, at Charleville on May 24 to retract the orders 


issued on May 23, according to which the armored encirclement around Dunkirk was to be compressed 
and the entire Anglo-French troop aggregation was to be led into captivity. Hitler justified his halting 
order in full detail to Generals Rundstedt, Blumentritt, and Sodenstern, primarily on the grounds that 
he wanted to come to a peace with England that was not against its honor. The same argument finally 
dissuaded him from the plan of invading England. He held ironcladly and doggedly to the principle that 
Germany needed England for the future and that he therefore did not want to humiliate her under any 
circumstances now in view of future political possibilities. Of course, from the generals' point of view, 
this order was considered wrong and later reprimanded accordingly. But Bismarck did the same thing in 
1866 after the victorious battle over the Austrians at Kénigsgratz. He also asserted himself to his generals 
after the victory and, for political reasons, stopped the march on to Vienna so as not to humiliate the 
brother nation, the Austrians. This Bismarckian spirit of Hitler was nothing other than the primacy of 
politics over military decisions. There was more and more evidence of the aggressive intentions of the 
Soviets from month to month. One only has to read in the memoirs of W. Schellenberg. Undoubtedly, 
even Gehlen's relatively contentless book would have been more interesting if he had brought 
something more from his old experience of the activity "Foreign Armies East". This was probably not in 
the sense of his government, which had taken him over as a former expert of the German Wehrmacht, 
as a civil servant. It would certainly have been beneficial if, even before his passing, for the sake of 
historical truth, he had provided, from his rich sources and knowledge, a historical contribution to the 
Soviets! intention to invade Europe, authentic material. On two levels, the emerging shadows became 
more and more obvious. On the political side, it was the ever-increasing demands of the Soviets, which 
were fundamentally directed against German and thus European interests. If the actions of the Soviets as 
ghouls in the Polish conflict were already astonishing, the demands directed against the Baltic states, 
Finland, Romania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia were intolerable, as were those directed against Turkey. 
They demanded that Bulgaria be given access to the Mediterranean Sea,475 demanded bases in the 
Dardanelles, threatened the oil wells of Ploesti, which were vital for Germany, as well as the nickel 
deposits in Petsamo, and demanded further cessions from Romania, including Bukovina. In addition, 
bases in Denmark and co-determination rights over the Baltic Sea were announced. By this time 
Molotov had become aware of the prodigious bomber production figures of the British as well as the 
supplies from America, so that during his visit he virtually mocked Hitler and Ribbentrop when he 
spoke of England's air superiority stiffening from month to month. It was obvious that the Soviets stood 
ready to swing into the English fairway. \ Hitler's rejection of these Molotov demands, evident during 
the November 11-14, 1940 visit, virtually meant war. British radio commentator Chester Wilmot's 
book, The Struggle for Europe, states that "Hitler, like the British and Americans, had been far too 
little aware of the heavy Soviet mortgage under which the whole war had been fought." Here he is 
mistaken only with respect to Hitler, who well knew what was coming to Europe. The English 
magazine Contemporary Review 1948 is more correct in its review of World War II when it writes: 
"Indeed, it was one of the incongruities of this mad war between 1939 and 1945 that Hitler alone saw 
through Russia's game unflinchingly." Hitler later confirmed this again on Nov. 20, 1943, in an address 
to flag junkies: "If Germany did not win this struggle for herself and for Europe, the barbarism of the 
steppes would come upon our continent, it would destroy it as the bearer and source of human culture." 
On the military level, news multiplied about the establishment of constantly new airfields along the 
Russian border, indicating an offensive objective. At a time when there was no sign of any violation of 
the non-aggression pact on the part of Germany, indeed when the Eastern Front was almost completely 
denuded, Soviet troop reinforcements increased at a steady rate immediately after the Polish campaign. 
The massing of the newly arriving troop units took place along the demarcation line between Finland 
and the Baltic to the Black Sea. In addition, the activities of the Communists as well as underground 


activities and espionage within the European states, especially in the areas occupied by Germany, 
increased according to plan, although at first a certain amount of caution was exercised within the 
German territory for optical reasons. The first acts of sabotage and partisan undertakings took place, so 
that the concentration camps enjoyed an increasing Communist reception. Mr. Wehner would certainly 
be in a better position to say much more about all these underground activities and acts of sabotage. But 
he remains silent, since other honorable tasks have been assigned to him in the meantime. I would like to 
state here in all clarity, even if it hurts, that something has changed in this game only insofar as at that 
time death and concentration camps put a stop to this happening, while nowadays the "leftists" are 
granted almost paradisiacal conditions and, as in a nature reserve, this partisan fight for the hour X is 
bred without danger, while all those Germans who stand to the right of the levelless center 

of the leveling, who are worried about tomorrow and are not traitors, are persecuted and tried to 
humiliate, without, however, having the slightest success. Attitudes cannot be changed. That remains 
only for those who today sit in the highest positions and profit. The battle for the English island empire, 
which was hoped for by the Soviets and which would bind and consume their forces, did not take place. 
Instead, a far-away country with which the German Reich had no differences whatsoever, but which 
had allowed an English guarantee to be imposed on it unchallenged and thus had to accept an English 
landing, namely Greece, had to pay the consequences of this policy. At that time Adolf Hitler bore the 
burden of responsibility for Europe, it was practically a fortress Europe defended by Germany and Italy 
alone. Before history it must be stated here that Adolf Hitler was at that time the first real European and 
the statesman responsible for the destiny of Europe in this area. This did not correspond to any will of 
conquest, but was the consequence of the war imposed on Germany by England. He could never have 
dreamed of this position. It had fallen to him on the basis of the false speculation of his opponents, who 
had not chosen peace, but war. Whether intentionally or not, the fate of Europe was then in German 
hands. This dream of a "United States of Europe" had become reality. Today we dream of half a Europe 
and yet we are unable to make this dream a reality. Even if it was a fortress with all its inherent 
inadequacies during this time of war which threatened the existence of the continent, the preconditions 
for a European spatial order had been created before the entry into the fateful atomic age, which had 
intended a different role for this continent, the European Occident, than is the case today. It was a 
Europe that fulfilled all the prerequisites of a third power bloc between America and the Soviet Union. 
The world would certainly look safer today than it did with this division. The destruction of this unique 
dreamlike and creative possibility was shattered by space alien powers with the result of a total political 
disorder. In addition to two completely opposing ideological and economic views, it is the establishment 
of two military blocs that are intended to cement the fateful division of Europe. In doing so, they are 
creating areas of tension that are also spilling over from world events to us, without us Europeans being 
able to influence them, and are thus accumulating fuel that can easily lead to a hitherto unknown 
catastrophe. The spatial order previously achieved by Hitler was only possible with the revolutionary 
momentum of a new idea that was vastly superior to the communist one. A similar great achievement 
had been accomplished scarcely 11/2 centuries earlier only by the great Frenchman Napoleon. It is not 
surprising that, except among the French, this historically great man is demonized almost everywhere. 
He was killed on the island of St. Helena with English poison. Hitler, however, stood in reverence at the 
grave of this great man when he visited Paris. He, too, had striven for and achieved a forward-looking 
spatial order with a revolutionary idea. Of course, he also needed his brave soldiers and foreign 
comrades-in-arms for this. He is dismissed today by little people as a terrible conqueror. I do not do that 
and bow to the greatness of such personalities, regardless of what outrages they have been accused of. 
Perhaps here, too, the root is to be found in the fact that two nations of equal rank, such as today's small 
West Germany and traditional France, have come together and will hopefully grow ever closer as the 


core of a coming Europe. Perhaps the fruitless courtship by Adolf Hitler and the deliberate destruction 
of Germany by Churchill is another reason why most Germans' love and respect for England has grown 
cold. Most people today reject England as a partner in the EEC and think that as an island nation it will 
always remain only an appendage of a coming Europe. It is a pity to see how this country today has lost 
its world empire predicted by Hitler due to the Second World War it caused, and how it is finding it 
difficult to adapt to the given circumstances as an unfashionable and backward middle power. It seems 
to me that there is still a historical justice, the consequences of which cannot even be estimated today. I 
do not say this gloatingly, but in 478 deep sadness in view of the politically desolate state in which 
Europe finds itself despite the so highly praised liberal democracies and prosperity. But these goods and 
achievements, which are certainly to be highly valued, are not sufficient to preserve our living space 
with the inherited occidental values for future generations. While Germany accepted Churchill's 
challenge with his similar land venture in Greece and Crete as the same man's land venture in Gallipoli 
at the Dardanelles in the First World War - both ended with Churchill's crushing defeat - the Russian 
could calmly sneer and perfect his further advance on his western borders to the deadly thrust into the 
heart of Europe. It is really astonishing that despite the many documentary publications, also on the part 
of the Soviets, there is still silence about it today. But if this silence is due to fear of the Soviets, it is a 
decisive mistake. One cannot master the future if one does not want to take note of historical facts by 
falsifying history. One makes politics into the wind and must therefore one day fail and reckon with 
nasty surprises. There are no taboos in history. This is the decisive error of our politicians in charge 
today, who speak the word freedom, but in reality let it be suppressed. The lie is that Germany attacked 
Russia for the sake of conquest. The truth is that Hitler anticipated the prepared Soviet attack into the 
heart of Europe by a few weeks out of self-preservation instinct, whereby 17,000 railroad transports 
were necessary to enable the rapid deployment for the blitzkrieg. It was only for this reason that the 
more than 3 million prisoners, the immeasurable equipment and the unimaginable war material were 
destroyed or captured in the first days and weeks of the war, numbers hitherto unimaginable in the 
recordable history of war. In "The Second World War", page 178, by Platanova Pavlenkov and 
Parotkina it is reported and confirmed by Fabri in "The Hitler-Stalin Pact", page 396, that from 1940 to 
June 1941, on the instructions of the Soviet government, the Red Army was infiltrated step by step into 
the western border areas of the Soviet Union. This was initially done in a very camouflaged manner 
with the utmost caution. During this deployment, which was not for defensive purposes, considerable 
delays occurred due to the poor transport facilities. Nevertheless, according to H. A. Jacobsen and H. 
Dollinger "Z weiter Weltkrieg in Bildern und Dokumenten" Vol. I, p. 572, the Red Army had marched 
up to June 479 1941 with approximately 4.7 million soldiers. Note this enormous number compared to 
the previously mentioned Red Army of 1 million soldiers. From these figures alone one can see the 
mobilization of the Soviets. There were 13 armies with 131 infantry divisions, 23 cavalry divisions, 40 
armored divisions, and 36 motorized brigades assembled on the western border. In total, the Soviet 
Union had 21000 tanks at that time, an unimaginable number by German standards. As is well 

known, we went up against Russia with only 3050 tanks. Soviet production of the T 34 and the KW 
had started and was increased during the war to an output of 2000 per month. We initially had nothing 
equivalent to counter these tanks. These tanks could only be destroyed by our limited 8.8 anti-aircraft 
guns. Our then existing 3.7 and 5 cm Pak (anti-tank guns) were rightly called tank knockers, because 
the new Soviet tanks could not be penetrated. The Panther and Tiger did not exist at that time, nor did 
the 7.5 anti-tank gun. The German Wehrmacht leadership had no concept of these modern weapons at 
that time. Moreover, our reconnaissance had underestimated the Russian buildup, which in reality 
comprised more than 240 large units, by almost 100 units. If this most gigantic army in the world had 
started rolling prematurely, all the united armies of Europe, including the English and French, would 


never have been able to stop this steamroller, and today the red flag would have been waving over the 
whole of Europe, including England. Hitler's historical merit lies in the fact that he recognized this just 
in time and crashed into this enormous deployment, which was to find its conclusion in mid-August, 
and, thanks to the historically unique Kesselschlachten, smashed this enormous force potential. Just as in 
the Polish campaign, this attack was not based on any plans of conquest; instead, it was initially 
exclusively a matter of pre-emptive strikes to forestall the deadly annihilation emanating from the 

Soviets. 

The numbers of the threatening march alone prove this, as does the map material found with advances 
marked all the way into Reich territory, as well as the testimony of numerous prisoners and the 
publications issued in the meantime by the Soviets, of which only we Germans as simple-minded 
"VergangenheitsbewAltiger" do not want to take any notice and thus make fools of ourselves in front of 
the whole world. 480 I was at that time with my army unit, which had heavy 15 cm infantry guns with 
wheels mounted on tanks (forerunner of the assault gun, also a personal suggestion of Hitler) 
subordinated to the 9th Panzer Division. Often we fired the first shot while driving in the advance 
section in case of contact with the enemy, at 100-200 m we put on the centner projectile in the direct 
shot with delay in such a way that it brought the whole blessing from above to the effect as Apraller in 
50 m height. This was then at the same time the calling card for the enemy, so that he knew who he had 
in front of him. The gun had a tremendous moral effect. Immediately after the armistice in France, we 
had been transferred to Vienna for a refresher, then a little later to Romania for a military mission. Soon 
after, however, we marched south over the Schipka Pass into Bulgaria, assuming that we would be able 
to throw the English who had landed in Greece back into the sea. In between we got to know the 
country and its people. It seems important to me to mention that the troops received a brochure for each 
country, from which the life, customs and traditions of the population were described, to which we had 
to adapt ourselves and which we had to take into account, so as not to abuse the hospitality of these 
countries and to make a convincing impression for Germany and the European community idea by our 
exemplary behavior. That is how it was. Nobody talks about that today either. Only today's German 
tourists are still beneficiaries of this recognized discipline of German soldiers. One should not forget this. 
The German soldier does not need to be ashamed anywhere when he visits countries again today, which 
he has traversed peacefully or fighting. My most ardent wish would be to be able to visit again my 
perhaps 20 quarter hosts in Russia, with whom we have shared joys and sorrows. I am sure that there 
would be a cordial reunion, provided that a communist commissar would not be present. In his book 
"Zeitgeschichte in Zitaten" (Contemporary History in Quotations), the author Wolfgang Henning 
reports on a comparative survey which proves that the German armed forces were the bravest and most 
disciplined in both world wars. The survey is based on the judgment of senior officers of all nations, such 
as U.S. General Marshall, French General K6nig, and British military writer Liddell Hart. Out of a 
possible 100 points received: In World War I The German Army The French Army The English Army 
86 points 65 points t 59 points 481 The Turkish Army The American Army The Russian Army In 
World War II The German Army The Japanese Army The Soviet Army The Finnish Army The Polish 
Army The American Army The French Army The Italian Army 52 points 49 points 45 points 93 points 
86 points 83 points 79 points 71 points 55 points 39 points 24 points (Wolfgang Henning, 
"Zeitgeschichte in Zitaten," Tiirmer-Verlag, Berg/ Starnberger See, pp. 125 f.) We had just arrived at 
our staging area on the Greek border when the pro-German Yugoslav government in Belgrade was 
overthrown. Due to influences from the British and Soviets, the Yugoslavs became in breach of treaty 
with Germany. This created another source of danger on Europe's southern flank. Hitler did not intend 
to accept this breach of the treaty and therefore decided to eliminate this further danger point from the 
world. Thus, in a wash-up both in Yugoslavia and in Greece, the dangerous situation was eliminated, 


which was directed against the interests of Germany and thus, from Hitler's point of view, resulted in a 
threat to the security of Europe. The attack against the British in Greece, which had already been fixed, 
was delayed only by a few days. The 9th Panzer Division, to which I belonged, was withdrawn from the 
Greek border overnight and moved to the Yugoslavian border via Sofia by land march within two days, 
in order to take Skolpje from a standing start and advance to the Albanian border. In the process, we still 
had to bring back the Italians who had run away there, since they thought they were being attacked by 
Yugoslavia. All this happened within three days after hard border fights. Then we went back to Skolpje 
and immediately continued south via Larissa to Thermopylae, always against hard-fighting Englishmen, 
whom we drove into the sea at Volos, forcing them to leave the country hastily. The Greek army 
offered little resistance. We immediately discharged the Greek soldiers wherever they surrendered and 
sent them home. There was great joy, no hatred against the Germans, only anger against the 
unsuccessfully fighting Italians, whom we had helped to victory by our intervention. 482 After I had 
already heard in Romania and Bulgaria from officers of the armies there about the ever-increasing 
march of the Soviets, I heard in Volos for the first time confidentially from the German army leadership 
about the threatening march of the Russians on the entire front, without German combat units having 
marched up to that point. Since I was leading an army unit, I had to return to Germany immediately by 
land march, only the tracked vehicles were loaded by rail, for refreshment, so that the victory parade in 
Athens was cancelled for us. We were lying in Olbersdorf near Jigerndorf-Troppau, when I heard on 
the radio in the morning of June 22nd 1941 during breakfast about the started fighting in Russia. Only 
one hour later we, who had not yet completed our refresher course, received our marching orders to the 
Lemberg area. After four hours of preparation we moved into the area around Lviv and on the third day 
we were already fighting in the advance section of the 9th Panzer Division. One can see from this short 
description, 'in which large scale a special troop was deployed. This did not happen because we could 
draw from the full, but because we had to make do with what was scarcely available. Our successful 
weapons were agility, readiness, the will to win, and a single-minded leadership and later also 
experience, which knew how to bring what little was available to full use at the time ordered, with 
surprise and concentration. To this was added the spirit of a faithful and conspiratorial comradeship and 
fellowship, such as will probably never again arise in this form. Whoever was not for us was against us. 
To the believer belongs victory and with it the future! The fatherland, which now seemed to extend to 
Europe, was for everyone content and creed, for which to win and if necessary to die were self-evident, 
of which today's dreamers have not even an idea. We knew what we were fighting for, whether the 
soldier will still know that tomorrow, only the future will teach. The Red Army soldier certainly knows. 
On the German side, in view of the Soviet troop massing, some infantry divisions that had become 
available were only moved east at the end of January, and at the end of May this happened on a larger 
scale. A massing of the advancing units could only be spoken of from the middle of June. As already 
mentioned, 17000 railroad transports were necessary for this purpose, which, as usual, proceeded 
meticulously. Up to this point, there were no armored units, which tended to appear only when 
offensive fighting was to take place. They were only brought in at the last minute, when the enemy 
picture showed a clear aggressive attitude. This was already evident from the fact that the Soviets had 
not made any significant defensive efforts. The so-called Stalin Line, which later turned out to be only 
slightly developed, a bluff, lying far to the rear, was far behind the Soviet attack units organized for the 
offensive and was later not even occupied during our rapid advance. The strength of the German 
divisions available on June 22, 1941, including the combat units still brought up after the beginning of 
hostilities, was far weaker than the Soviet ones; indeed, they were in inverse proportion to the usual 
strengths between attacker 


and defender. In total, 3/4 of the field army, which had grown in the meantime, with a combined total 
of about 3 million soldiers, had been massed on the eastern front. In all, the German army command had 
118 Dvisionen at its disposal with only 19 tank and 15 motorized rifle divisions, whose equipment was 
by no means complete. From Soviet war science we know today that the completion of the provision of 
Soviet troops for the invasion of Europe was set for July 1941, then later for the end of August because 
of transport difficulties. Besides plans found by the German Wehrmacht, these facts are confirmed in 
"The Great Patriotic War of the Soviet Union 1941-1945" by F. D. Vorobiev and V. M. Kravtsov. 
There it is never spoken of defense, but only of the attack of the "accumulated armed forces" with the 
"strategic objective of the complete crushing of the aggressor on his own territory". This theoretical 
elaboration 

for the attack was given the widest space. "We will wage this war offensively by transferring it to the 
territory of the enemy." (S. 440). There is talk of tactical breakthroughs that were to be extended into 
deep strategic operations without giving the enemy time to reattach. There is then further talk of 
overtaking pursuit and total destruction of the enemy. Above all, no stop is to be made before country 
borders appear. Then there are more detailed instructions on the divisions and attack widths of the shock 
armies and on the distance of the daily targets, in each case different for the tank and rifle units. There is 
talk of 50 km a day. Defense was to be done insofar as it should be necessary for flank protection. The 
Luftwaffe was to conduct deep operations and strive for air supremacy. The same was to be done 
flanking with offensive 484 strikes by Marine units. "The focus of the deployment was the military 
district of Kiev, from the center of the long front. " I myself was able to get an idea at that time during 
our advance via Lviv-Tran opol-Uman-Kremenschuck-Dnjepropetrosk then north Briansk-Orel- 
Kurk-Shickry. That was over 3000 km in 4 months. What I witnessed during that time in terms of 
destruction and numbers of prisoners is far beyond imagination. In Uman alone, war material fell into 
our hands or lay destroyed on both sides of our advance roads, as could only be explained by the fact 
that the Soviets had not been attacked within a shouted defensive position, but had been massed in the 
staging areas of a self-intended offensive. We used to say at the time, my God, what would have 
happened if the Soviets had invaded Europe fully intact with these masses of men and this inconceivable 
quantity of tanks. Even the bravest German army would not have been able to stop them. Incidentally, 
there were already at that time vast quantities of prisoner testimonies which clearly confirmed the major 
offensive against Germany planned by the Soviets, among them from the highly decorated deputy 
commander-in-chief of the Volchov Army Group, General Andreevish Vlasov, who clearly answered 
the question of Stalin's intended offensive into the heart of Europe as follows: "The attack had been 
planned for August/September 1941. The Russians had been on the march since the beginning of the 
year, which, given the poor Russian rail connections, took quite a long time. Hitler had grasped the 
situation quite correctly and had pushed directly into the Russian march." (H. G. Seraphim "The 
German-Russian Relations 1939-1941," p. 85). During the war, General Vlasov had raised an army to 
fight Bolshevism from volunteer Russians and prisoners of war who had defected. After the end of the 
war, he was handed over to the Soviets on Eisenhower's orders and hanged in Moscow in 1946, all of his 
soldiers shot, a war crime of the first order committed by Eisenhower, if one compares today the 
excitement of the German government because two Czech exiles had been sent back again through the 
misuse of subordinate organs. It is downright ridiculous how double standards are again applied here. 
Independently of Vlasov's statement, the same statement of the Soviet General Markov was repeated in 
1950 with the same dates of the planned beginning of the attack of the Red Army. 485 So what is with 
the hypocrisy and innocence historiography of the USSR? What is the point of the reprehensible guilt 
complexes of our government, which it itself cherishes and lies to the German people? It is about time 
that the German people and the world also learn how they are still deceived today, only to be able to 


continue to demonize the great European Hitler. Just in this case a one-sided history lie will have once 
disastrous effects for a possible and probably coming development, because one confuses truths with 
wishful dreams, in order to divert from the danger of coming events. It is also significant that Soviet 
historians make no mention of the friendship agreement concluded with Germany, nor do they base 
their preparations for attack on concrete measures taken by the Reich government. 486 X. CHAPTER 
CONCLUDING THOUGHTS Does Germany Bear the Sole Guilt for the Second World War? It is 
worthwhile to bring here some quotations which speak for themselves. First, the Germany-hater Lord 
Vansittart to the press adviser of the German Embassy, Mr. Fritz Hesse: "But my dear Hesse, they will 
not be able to prevent the war between Germany and England. You see, Herr Hitler wants to make 
Germany the first power in Europe, and I believe my information about this is correct. You see, we will 
not be able to allow that" (F. Hesse "The Game for Germany", p. 28 f.) The British historian General 
Fuller in "The Second World War, Strategy and Tactics", page 487: "It was not Hitler's political 
teachings that plunged us into the world war; the occasion this time was the success of his attempt to 
build up a new economy. The root of the war was: Envy, greed and fear" Beware Federal Republic! 
Already in 1933 Vansittart wrote his memorandum, as it happened before the First World War, 
"germaniam esse delendam" (Germany must be destroyed) and expressed farsightedly: "If Hitler fails, 
his successor will be Bolshevism, which is equivalent to a power-political devaluation of the German 
area. But if he succeeds, he will get a European war within 5 years. According to the logic of Mr. 
Vansittart only one thing has gone wrong, that with the forced war against Germany the power- 
political devaluation of the German area was achieved, only with the difference that this natural 
function is exercised today by the Soviets. Mr. Vansittart has become with this insight of his the 
historical criminal of Europe, for whom the gallows in Nuremberg were still too low, he should have 
been hung higher. The main criminal Churchill in a conversation in 1937 with Ribbentrop: "If 
Germany becomes too strong, she will be crushed again as in 1914". To Ribbentrop's reply that it will 
not be so easy this time, since Germany has friends, Churchill replied, "Oh, we manage quite well to 
drag your friends over to us after all." These quotations, which could be continued by the hundreds, 
clearly prove England's brutal will for destruction and war and thus clearly establish before history the 
war guilt of England, as the now destroyer of the Occident. And England today, after it has become the 
real loser of the Second World War with its lack of understanding, as predicted by Hitler: "The 
Germans would certainly not like the division of their country, but it is 'great' for the others. England 
had fought two wars against Germany, which were triggered by different motives. Basically, it was 
always about the same thing: there are too many Germans, and Germany is strong. If you let all the 
Germans come together, they will overshadow Europe. Now we are being served a solution on a platter. 
We should be grateful, instead we declare that Germany must be reunited." (British historian A. J. P. 
Taylor 1957 in the Sunday Express) The same rabid Germany-hater 1965: "The British people have no 
interest in reuniting Germany. On the contrary, the great majority are delighted with the happy 
opportunity which has divided Germany and rendered her harmless. The strongest supporters of the 
leader of the Labour Party (Wilson's ally Brandt) are also those who most resolutely oppose 
reunification." Poor Europe, which does not want to understand that the fight for our tradition and our 
life rights against Soviet Russia will come first. Then Germans, be wise and shout audibly: the Britains 
to the front - the Britains to the front - who have so far always advocated the destruction of Europe, but 
have never wasted even a finger for the preservation of this continent with all its values. The answer of 
such an irresponsible attitude would have to be: out of the EEC, where today Mrs. Thatcher begs for 
remission of contributions, but still wants to profit from the advantages of this community. Apparently, 
people still do not understand what is at stake. With this desolate state and this attitude of Western 
Europe, the question seriously arises for Germany whether it will not be necessary to come to a serious 


arrangement with the Russians in order to preserve the last national substance that the Germans still 
have. It may cost our freedom in part, but it contains the chance of survival. For it is difficult to believe 
in a common Europe as long as England is not able to rethink, but also the other Western European 
states with their short-sightedness and selfishness do little to make sacrifices for the future. I think that 
today only France is called upon to make a powerful decision which will bring Germany's path to a 488 
decision one way or another. America will never be able to be convincingly effective for Europe as long 
as it continues to lead the falsification of history as it has done up to now and does not grant Germany 
recognition of its struggle for 

Europe. But who was Churchill? This bulldog who ferrig brought, with a totally uncreative spirit, not 
alone 

Germany, but Europe to the brink of ruin and at the same time to go down in history as the destroyer 
of the great admirable British world empire? Churchill's curriculum vitae" Why could such a man, 
third in the evil triumvirate of Roosevelt, Stalin, Churchill, who, in addition, hopelessly chased the 
spirit of the times, historically preside over the dissolution of the Empire and, in addition, relegate 
Europe back to the time of Charlemagne? The Oxford University historian, Robert Rhodes James, in 
his work "Churchill: a Study in Failure" gives revealing clues about his origins: Jeanette Jerome, who 
was pregnant with the future Winston Churchill when the hopelessly decadent Randolph Churchill 
married her in Paris on April 15, 1874, was never a real mother, and Winston, who had never really 
known parental love, replaced it with a passionate ambition. Churchill's mother was the daughter of 
Leonhard Jerome, a Jewish-American stockbroker in New York. Her parents disapproved of her 
marriage to Randolph Churchill, a psychotic manic-depressive; his brief career in the House of 
Commons in the years around 1880 began with a fight against Irish political rights and led to collapse 
and failure in 1886. At his death in January 1895, Randolph Churchill, who had lived the previous eight 
years ‘abandoned and broken,' was 46 years old and "essentially insane." Even at the birth of Winston, 
the marriage between Randolph and Jeanette was hopeless, for the parents lived completely apart; 
Jeanette "selfish and frivolous in the company of hundreds of lovers" and Randolph, who had suffered 
from syphilis since his student days, continually gave rise to perverse sexual scandals. James concludes 
that Winston, the undesirable son of a sick and scandalous marriage, became "manifestly an adventurer 
and opportunist." 489 As a parliamentarian, without ever remaining loyal to a party, he switched 
between the Tories and Liberals several times. On July 28, 1914, as shown in a letter to his wife, he 
expressed his excessive joy at the prospect of war, in which, of course, he never took part himself but 
only sent others to their deaths. Previously, he had been a military correspondent in the Spanish war 
against the insurgents in Cuba, then in the fresh-faced battles against the Muslims in India, finally in the 
Sudan and South Africa, where he was temporarily interned by the Boers, having previously admired 
the construction of the English concentration camps, of which he then made extensive use himself 
during the war, when he became unrestricted ruler and dictator. It would be worthwhile to write a 
book about it, but the world takes no notice of it. But all these relatively small acts of violence could in 
no way satisfy a man like Winston Churchill. He wanted to go higher. War and destruction were his 
calling. In World War I, Churchill, as First Lord of the Admiralty, was responsible for the transfer of 
English troops to Antwerp in October 1914. He himself then quickly withdrew when the Germans 
surrounded, destroyed or captured this contingent. Likewise, after this negative dress rehearsal, he was 
responsible for the disastrous Allied attack on the Dardanelles, in which 6 warships were sunk or badly 
damaged, while the landed troops suffered a heavy defeat with 250000 casualties. In World War II, his 
same action in Greece and Crete ended with the same negative results, having previously learned 
nothing from his failed landing attempts in Norway. On 15.11.1915 he had to resign from the 
Admiralty with disgrace. In this context, the Englishman Emrys Hughes writes sarcastically in his book 


"Winston Churchill, the British Bulldog" about the synthesis of Churchill's defense - he could always 
write, depending on how the situation required it and seemed expedient, even if that did not exclude 
having to recant on the very next page: "At the news of Churchill's dismissal, the German generals must 
have been as disconsolate as Winston Churchill himself when the political crisis resulting from the 
resignation from the Chief of the Admiralty, Lord Fisher, stripped him of the Admiralty and of any 
further command over the strategy of the war. No one can deny that Churchill did his utmost to make 
the world aware of his part in history." 490 If there had already been a Nuremberg tribunal for victors 
and vanquished after World War I, surely Winston Churchill would have ended up on the gallows for 
orchestrating the criminal and highly despicable "Lusitania" affair. Perhaps Europe would then be better 
off and not have Bolshevism on its doorstep. Hughes knows about this affair, to be looked up in Hoggan 
"The Unnecessary War" p. 307: "The Lusitania had a large cargo of ammunition on board and thus lost 
the rank and immunity of a merchant ship. The American Secretary of State, William Jennings Bryan, 
who was later terminated so that the guilt and double immoral position of the American President 
Wilson should not come to light, warned the Americans not to sail on this ship. However, as many of 
the gullible Englishmen as possible booked for the crossing as soon as possible. Instead of the regular 
captain, Churchill hired William Turner at the last minute, who was later decorated by him personally 
for the criminal role he played in this sordid affair. Indeed, Turner had the task of carrying out the 
sinking of this ship after it had disappeared in the eastern Atlantic. Then the Lusitania approached the 
danger zone; she reduced her speed and refrained from zigzagging." Churchill needed the sinking for 
political reasons to pull America one step closer to war. The Lusitania was a 30000 ton passenger steamer 
fitted out as an auxiliary cruiser and was torpedoed and sunk by the German submarine U 20 on the 
way to England on 7/5/1915. Two thirds of the passengers were drowned because ammunition illegally 
delivered for England exploded on board. Since North American nationals also perished despite 
warnings from the German ambassador using the ship, anti-German sentiment in the United States 
intensified. An exchange of German-American notes led to the partial curtailment of submarine 
warfare. But this was precisely what Churchill wanted to achieve, that the Americans would also go to 
war. That such a man, who unhesitatingly let hundreds of innocent people die for his aims, could reach 
such a decisive position in the Second World War, denies the English antiquated leadership any 
qualification. But that the Federal Republic awarded the Charlemagne Prize to such a man is a joke in 
world history. Churchill unscrupulously changed his mind according to expediency. On 19. 2.1919 he 
calls Soviet communism a disgusting monkey business. In March 1920, he complains to Lloyd George: 
"Russ 491 land has perished; what is left of it is in the hands of poisonous snakes." As late as 1938, 
Churchill expressed, "how Communism corrupts the soul of a nation, how it makes it mean and hungry 
in peace, low and loathsome in war, how it destroys the vestige of progress through 2,000 years and is a 
harbinger of a return to the Dark Ages." On Nov. 27, 1945, Churchill speaks in the House of 
Commons, "Here I wish to say how happy we all are to know and feel that Generalissimo Stalin still has 
the wheel firmly in his hand and is steering his mighty ship. Personally, I can feel nothing but lively 
admiration for this truly great man, the father of his country, the ruler of its destinies in times of peace 
and the victorious defender of life in times of war." While the war was still on, he spoke of "honorable 
friendship and equality with the Western democracies. I also feel that their word is their bond. I know 
of no government which stands more reliably behind its commitments than the Russian Soviet 
Government. I absolutely refuse to enter here into a discussion of the good will of the Russians." 
Churchill in November 1935 on Hitler: "While all these terrible changes were taking place, Private 
Hitler was fighting his long tiring battle for the German heart. The story of the struggle cannot be read 
without admiration for the courage, sincerity, and force of personality which enabled him to challenge, 
defy, overwhelm, or at any rate reconcile himself in the face of all the authorities and opposition which 


barred his way. He and the ever-growing multitudes of those who joined him showed in their patriotic 
fire and love of country that there was nothing they were not willing to do, or dare to do." As late as 
1938, "One may disapprove of Hider's system and yet admire his patriotic achievement. Should our 
country ever be defeated, I would hope to find such an admirable fighter to restore our courage and lead 
us back to our place of victorious nations. " Elsewhere, "Our leadership must have at least a piece of the 
spirit 

of that German corporal who, when everything around him had fallen into ruins, when Germany 
seemed to have sunk into chaos for all future, did not hesitate to march against the mighty battle lines of 
the victorious nation." Then it is said of the same man, "I have but one purpose, the destruction of 
Hitler, and my life is greatly simplified by it"! Churchill in his contradiction would fill volumes, but 
here only confuse and too much importance 492 would be given to this schizophrenic man. In any case, 
however, it is historically certain that it was not Churchill who set England on a course for war, but 
Halifax. This happened within a few days in March 1939, when English policy took a 180-degree turn. 
Churchill was delighted with this, but had no part in this development. Lord Halifax was an outspoken 
English racist who was convinced of England's worldwide racial superiority. He was animated by a 
secret desire to come to the aid of the Jews in some way. From 1926 to 1931 he was Viceroy of India 
and represented 

the typical English mania of having to dominate Europe as well, as has been the tradition in England for 
the last four hundred years. In addition, there was the typical insular paranoid xenophobia with 
underlying inferiority complexes, which arose from the failure to annex France after the 16th century 
and from the fact that for almost 400 years the German Hansa League had economically dominated 
England. Nor was Halifax concerned with the destruction of National Socialism, but simply with the 
destruction of Germany, which had found its national unification and was simply becoming too 
unbearably strong for England. Churchill, on the other hand, had no function whatsoever and was 
without influence between 1929 and 1939. He merely exercised his role, assigned to him by the 
fabulously wealthy stockbroker Bernhard Baruch, of leading Tory lobbyist in England for the Jewish 
crusade against Germany. Nothing else was the reason for the constant spiteful attacks against Germany, 
which at first genuinely shocked many Englishmen. Churchill was not wealthy, but he was known for 
his profligacy. Baruch is described as "the wise man in the market" and was considered the "doer and 
breaker" of American presidents since 1912, Woodrow Wilson's time. Churchill, however, only became 
prime minister and dictator of England when the Norway venture he instigated failed due to swift 
German intervention. The blame, however, was placed by Churchill on Chamberlain. He was 
appointed at the same time that Hitler led his major attack on France, which ended in defeat after six 
weeks. With his appointment he began in the name of England the planned bombing raids against 
Germany with the exclusive aim of the destruction of German people on the largest scale, which 
reached its climax with the bombing raid on Dresden with over 200000 German dead people and thus 
covered England for all times with shame and disgrace. All these plans with the help of the Lindemann 
plan, were of Jewish origin, also in connection with the expulsion, as many Germans as possible aus 493 
rotten, in order to make thereby Germany once for all functionless. The downfall was that Churchill 
followed the main tool of the Zionists, Roosevelt, so that he could only play second fiddle and betrayed 
England, which, through its highly stylized hero Churchill, put its world empire at risk and lost 
everything, just as America wished. My Last Report and Lecture to Adolf Hitler On January 30, 1945, I 
had my last opportunity to see the Fiihrer Adolf Hitler. My armored brigade, "the Fiihrer's Escort 
Brigade," had been pulled out after the Ardennes Offensive and was assembling in the Moselle area to 
be deployed as a "fire department" in the east at critical hot spots first near Nérenberg (Stargard area in 
Pomerania). During this brief respite, my brigade was to be upgraded to one of the most modern full- 


fledged armored divisions. After reporting to Field Marshal General Model in the Eifel, I myself was 
ordered to make a personal presentation to the Fiihrer, who was at that time in the Reich Chancellery in 
Berlin. My brigade was an elite force, excellently equipped, mostly with volunteers and officers and 
grenadiers experienced in the front. Incidentally, it was the only Wehrmacht unit. The bulk of the 
soldiers came from the army, the GrofBdeutschlandverbinde, which had previously been deployed in the 
Wolfsschanze in East Prussia. This included an SS unit of the Leibstandarte "Adolf Hitler" and one of 
the most modern Hak regiments with 3.7 and 2 cm quadruple flak on self-propelled guns as well as with 
12.5 cm flak guns from the "Regiment Hermann Goring". For this reason, our opponents often thought 
they had different formations in front of them, as I later learned in captivity from an American 
commander, especially since my brigade and later division was also called Brigade Remer for camouflage 
reasons. My brigade was not allowed to be torn apart by order of the Fuehrer, but only to be deployed as 
a unit at important focal points of the front. In addition, I had a direct radio link to headquarters and 
had to report daily on the battle situation, combat experience, as well as the exact battle strengths, 
condition and mood of the troops. The Fiihrer had told me when I signed off that he often did not get 
the whole truth. He demanded from me an unvarnished picture of the real situation and the 494 
possibilities that arise in large-scale combat from the constantly changing combat strength of the troops. 
The Fiihrer received me very warmly, told me that he had studied with interest my daily reports 
submitted by Keitel, and asked me to give an unconditionally frank assessment of the situation from my 
point of view. What shocked me deeply was Hitler's physical condition, which had deteriorated 
noticeably since the beginning of December, when I last spoke to him at his command post in Bad 
Nauheim. He stood before me bent over, with his shoulders and arms hanging down powerlessly, his 
eyes flickering, the corners of his mouth moist as he spoke. During the half-hour conversation, we 
walked up and down on a runner in a very spacious room, completely alone, his surroundings invited 
out. At every turn he stopped and looked me in the eye. Obviously, every movement was difficult for 
him. I had the impression that Frederick the Great must have looked something like this after the Battle 
of Kunersdorf, when everything seemed lost and after all the blows of fate. I said something like: My 
Fiihrer! On the day of the beginning of the Ardennes offensive, the troops were instructed in detail 
about the possible decisive turning point in the war and the significance of this offensive. Every officer, 
every NCO and every soldier knew about the importance of this enterprise. It was known that some 72 
Allied divisions had landed in France. It was hammered into everyone's head that in four days we would 
be across the Meuse, and in 10 days the supply port of Antwerp, vital to the Allies, would be taken. The 
task, therefore, was to push through the enemy forces, to cut them in half, and then to encircle and 
destroy the mainly British forces north of this line before they were in a position to begin their decisive 
offensive into the Ruhr intended from the Aachen area. This battle was to be fought with the utmost 
harshness, determination, mobility and speed. In addition, it was planned that a large part of the units, 
including mine, would have to be available again as early as mid-January to defend against the expected 
major Russian offensive. You, my Fiihrer hoped that the success of this great Kessel battle would lead to 
the possible overthrow of Churchill and thus to England's withdrawal from the war effort. Well, the 
mood of the troops was excellent. Equipment-wise, we had received almost everything that had been 
promised. This confident mood of the troops was also transmitted to the non-evacuated German 
population living behind the front, who had previously been somewhat depressed 495 but now regained 
their courage. The relationship was excellent, the population helped us wherever possible. The 
confidence of the troops was more convincing and better than I had been able to determine at the 
beginning of the war. There was tremendous anger at the space-age Americans, but especially at the 
English. "In 4 days across the Meuse, in 10 days in Antwerp" was a fiery battle cry. In addition, 
everyone could see for themselves the gathering of a large number of well-equipped combat units, 


which had not been experienced for a long time, and the missile weapons roaring over us for the first 
time, heading for England. Mein Fihrer. This offensive has brought relief, but it has not achieved its 
goal. In terms of hope and confidence, this failure has had the opposite effect. This applies not only to 
the mass of combat units, whose commanders I could speak to - I will not speak of my troops, who are 
accustomed to being measured by other standards - but also to the population, which now has to toil 
again with carpet bombing. The depression is appalling and has been exacerbated by the obvious 
withdrawal of the best combat units. In my opinion, 3 things have denied us success: 1. Although we 
have always felt equal and superior to the enemy in ground combat, we have been greatly handicapped 
in our mobility as a result of the absence of adequate air support, since after the unexpected ripping open 
After the unexpected clearing of the previously overcast sky, the enemy air force made any movement 
on the roads impossible during the day. In addition, cleverly placed bombing raids shattered all traffic 
junctions. 2. we were promised that the combat units would be equipped with 4-5 consumption sets (1 
consumption set with fuel means 100 km of travel). I received only 2.5 consumption sets and had to line 
up with them, although I had dutifully reported the shortage. I had to operate, when I was at the 
enemy, almost without fuel. Previously, I had had to take some of the vital vehicles in tow to save 
money. This made command and control very difficult, since troops could not be deployed according to 
the opportunities that presented themselves, but according to the fuel that was still available. 3. at the 
beginning of the offensive, a large part of the units was obviously put on the march much too early, so 
that at times three divisions were struggling forward on an advance road and consuming even more 
gasoline as a result of this obstruction. All this resulted in unnecessary loss of time and hampered 
supplies. St. Vieth I had to take dismounted in a long march from the west. 496 I then pointed out some 
other effects of the failed offensive that seemed to me essential. Among other things, I said: "In a 
number of newly formed units without tradition, I observed that, as a result of very rapid losses, the 
fighting spirit and thus the reliability left much to be 

desired. This could also be seen from the fact that the returning soldiers came back to us as quickly as 
possible, while the new units took their time. For this reason, it seems essential to me that everything 
possible be done to maintain the fighting strength of the old, tradition-conscious divisions with rank and 
name that have experience on the front. Only these are in a position to fight successfully in a blood- 
saving manner. Only in such divisions can young, very willing soldiers be educated to become complete 
fighters and take courage. Then, my Fiihrer, I must raise another painful point. The hitherto excellent 
comradeship between the Army and the Waffen-SS, it seems to me, has recently left much to be 
desired. I see the reason for this in the fact that, due to clumsy reporting on July 20, the Army's loyalty 
to duty is being doubted. You, my Fiihrer, know that this is not the case. As an officer experienced on 
the front, I know a myriad of commanders and officers who put their heart and soul into it and do 
everything they can to turn around our threatening fate in the face of a superior force of enemies. 
Although perhaps not all of them are convinced National Socialists like myself, they have been brought 
up in the Prussian tradition. No one has the right to doubt their sense of duty to the people and the 
Reich. No one can give his last if his honor is doubted. I have spoken, my Fiihrer, without mincing 
words, as I see things. You know that I will go with my brave men wherever you order us to go. I will 
continue to do my duty to the utmost. But after this failed offensive, is there still a glimmer of hope, or 
is this war finally lost militarily? After these words of mine, the leader looked at me penetratingly. I 
detected only a slight suppressed excitement. Then he said, "Frederick the Great experienced an even 
more difficult situation than I did at the end of the 7 Years' War. He did not capitulate even in this 
desperate situation and hoped for his 'fortune'. He was lucky that one of his adversaries, the Russian 
Empress Elizabeth II, died and thus left the enemy coalition. The king's unflinching perseverance 
brought Prussia into the ranks of the great powers. 497 I do not know whether Providence will not 


grant me an equal chance for our steadfastness. But one thing I know for sure, that I will never break 
my word and capitulate. No matter what Providence has in store for us, I hold to the words of one 
Clausewitz: 'In an honorable decline lies the germ of ascent.' The future will prove me right one day and 
respect our bloody sacrifices which we as Germans were forced to make in the face of all-destroying 
Bolshevism. The time will come when our uncompromising struggle for the preservation of the 
Occident, our loyalty and our exemplary performance of duty will be understood and properly 
appreciated. Every unreasonableness and shortsightedness comes to an end one day." Hitler had spoken 
these words, not looking at me as before, visionarily into the room. Then he looked me firmly in the 
eyes, gave me his hand and then held it clasped with his two hands and said, "General, that is what you 
are as of today, I have taken note of your front reports and your oral statements with interest. I have 
been pleased with their leadership and the performance of the brigade. I know where they stand, I do 
not need to worry. She and her men have done credit to the name of the brigade she leads. As you 
already know, your brigade will immediately be upgraded to an armored division by my express order. I 
have ordered that they receive the best available at present, both in personnel and material. General 
Burgdorf is in the house, he still has two excellent commanders for you. Your division will be released 
only on my orders and will be deployed at the focal points of the Eastern Front. The Russian must not 
be allowed to advance one more step. I am told appalling things about the infamies of these Asiatic 
hordes. There is no more pardon, we will strike back all the harder and more fanatically. We owe this to 
our brave women and children, who have to make the greatest sacrifices, and who must be taken from 
the grasp of these beasts. "To end this war, I need some absolutely reliable divisions, ready for anything, 
on which I can rely until the last hour. Now go with God and salute your brave men." I left the Fihrer 
deeply shaken. Before me had stood a man aged by years, physically broken, but a man who was 
mentally completely clear, and in spite of the more than desperate situation radiated strength and 
confidence like a rock. Hitler had listened attentively to my unvarnished report, my expressed concern 
about a looming defeat almost without interruption 498. He did not rave, as is so often claimed, or even 
have me arrested. I had the feeling that he respected my unreservedly expressed concerns and my 
assessment of the situation. He accepted it because he trusted me and knew that my words came from a 
hot heart that was equally concerned about the future of the nation. Today I still cannot understand 
why there were not more men among those really in charge who, on the basis of a deliberate position of 
trust, would have openly and honestly expressed their opinions and, if necessary, their criticisms, and if 
need be, would have taken off their hats. There is no doubt that this was possible, only those who today 
so blithely criticize lacked the necessary courage to do so. Today, these very people do not have the right 
to burden a man like Adolf Hitler with their inability and lack of courage. I have long thought about 
this my last encounter with Hitler. I had again and again the vision of having met the great king, the old 
Fritz, when he, bent with grief, riding over the battlefield, called out to a wailing, severely wounded 
ensign: "Die he anstan-dig Similarly, the words of the Fuehrer I had just heard rang in my ears: "In an 
honorable decline lies the seed of ascent." For me as a soldier, this was a mission and an obligation. 499 
Concluding words Twice Germany was too powerful and aroused envy and resentment. Twice 
Germany did nothing but take precautions for its existence and for its survival. Twice it was England 
who, for no reason at all, declared war and destruction on the German Reich and succeeded in achieving 
her aim by means of an unnatural, superior coalition of enemies. Each time, Germany was found guilty 
from the outset, not because history proved it, but because the victors wanted it that way. As our 
spoilers wanted it, the proud traditional German Reich has sunk at present. With it, however, half of 
Europe was dragged into the abyss and the proud British Empire decayed because England had 
overreached itself in its shortsightedness. Unreasonableness and diabolical will to destruction also 
brought about that the only victor, the Bolshevik world revolution now stands at the gates of England 


and close to the coasts of the Atlantic. Truly a feat of creative achievement! But it is not this power- 
political constellation alone which is appalling and decisive; it is the spirit, the attitude, the soul, which 
makes this remnant appendage of the Eurasian continent, this all too narrow towel of Western Europe 
for defense purposes, appear untrustworthy and untrusting. Monarchies, republics and liberal democratic 
institutions are external forms that say nothing about their content. The European community is not a 
political force to be taken seriously; it is shaken and jolted by self-interest and overreaching, so that no 
one really takes it seriously any more and the great hope and faith are shaken. Personal freedom, material 
prosperity, and present peace 

are certainly pleasant additions to such institutions, which are also gratefully accepted. But they are no 
guarantee that they will withstand a storm, since they lack the self-acting, committed and faithful 
following. It is all too anonymous and incomprehensible. 500 As the assassinated President John F. 
Kennedy said on June 24, 1961: "The complacent, the pleasure-seekers, the soft societies are about to be 
washed away with the driftwood of history. Only the strong, the hard-working, the determined, the 
courageous, the far-sighted, who knows the nature of our conflict, can survive at all." It is more than 
strange that the supposedly liberal democrats, who certainly had no more than 5% of the population 
behind them, such as Roosevelt and Churchill, as well as the tyrant Stalin, whom 90% of the population 
met with hatred, were able to win this war. But the man who lost it was the man who had behind him 
more than 90% of a united, devout and idealistically minded German following, a conspiratorial 
community that had fought and worked blamelessly and with full and convinced commitment up to the 
last hour. The spirit was crushed by the mass and the matter. Certainly an ominous characteristic of the 
advancing massification and technification of our society. But is that the meaning of life? It would be 
cruel. Even today one must have a very bad conscience and be insecure to the highest degree, if one has 
to observe the constant slanderings, conscious falsifications of history, lies and discriminations of the 
most undignified kind with the contemptuous trials including the abolition of the statute of limitations, 
to which still today decent dutiful Germans are exposed. But all this is nothing else than a sign of fear 
and weakness. But all this also proves that the greatness of this deed has not yet been forgotten and 
continues to preoccupy millions of people. Only a man of such an extraordinary stature can deserve such 
observation, even negative. Certainly, personalities and outstanding individual figures always have only 
their time. They are measured by the work they have accomplished. But a man who spoke, acted and 
shaped out of the great tension of his time, as Adolf Hitler did, does not pass then 

as long as the same tension exists. And this is the dilemma for our re-educators. For the situation has not 
changed, it has only become more threatening. Mind and spirit can be pursued, but they can never be 
killed. The peaceful development and expansion of the IQ. Reich is still a phenomenon for many, and 
the German struggle on all fronts an admirable achievement. But it is the moral credit that Germany has 
gained for all the future, even if it was defeated nevertheless, a credit that makes some people uneasy, 
but also makes far more thinking people hope that Europe's last hour has not yet struck. As Hitler said at 
a last lecture: "In an honorable downfall lies the seed of a resurgence." But this also requires the will, the 
moral strength and spirit, and the necessary manhood, which is always reserved for an elite. That is why 
genuine historical research is needed. Only it can provide valuable insights and knowledge about the 
things that will be important for survival tomorrow. Coming to terms with the past in the way we have 
experienced it so far is nothing more than a preparatory digging of our own grave. Courage and 
commitment to Germanness is at the same time a commitment to Europe with all its diverse occidental 
values, which must be preserved. Manly courage, honor and loyalty to the grave are the moral 
prerequisites for this. I know of no one who has demonstrated this more than the man who made the 
selfless, extremely difficult and responsible flight to Scotland, who wanted to make a final sacrifice for 
peace. He sat for it in Spandau. His words as. Defendant in Nuremberg are so classic that every man of 


honor in the world should bow down to them. Rudolf Hess, the Fuehrer's deputy, said: "I do not defend 
myself against accusers whom I deny the right to bring charges against me and my fellow citizens. I do 
not deal with accusations which deal with matters which are internal German affairs and therefore do 
not concern foreigners. I do not object to statements which are intended to strike me or the entire 
German people in the honor. It was granted to me to work for many years of my life under the greatest 
son that my people has produced in its thousand-year history. Even if I could, I would not want to erase 
that time from my existence. I am happy to know that I did my duty to my people, my duty as a 
German, as a National Socialist, as a faithful follower of the Fiihrer. I have no regrets. If I were back at 
the beginning, I would act again as I did. Even if I knew that in the end a funeral pyre would burn for 
my death by fire. No matter what men do, one day I will stand before the judgment seat of the Eternal; 
I will answer to him and I know: he will acquit me!" Rudolf Hess has set his monument with these 
words. 502 


